ANNOTATIONS INCLUDE 179 N.C, 


NORTH CAROLINA REPORTS © 
VOL, 113 


a a 


CASES ARGUED AND DETERMINED 
SUPREME COURT 
NORTH CAROLINA 


' SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


REPORTED BY rs 


ROBERT T. GRAY 


2 ANNO. ED. 
BY 


WALTER CLARK 


REPRINTED BY THE STATE, 
COMMERCIAL PRINTING COMPANY, STATE PRINTERS AND BINDERS 
1921 


CITATION OF REPORTS 


Rule 62 of the Supreme Court is as follows: 

The State having reprinted all the volumes of the Reports prior to the 
638d with the number of the volume substituted for the name of the Reporter, 
counsel will cite the volumes prior to the 63d as follows: 


1 and 2 Martin i 9 Iredell Law as 81N.C. 
Taylor & Cont. By eg oe “ga 4 
1 Haywood me oe ii“ «ge 2 
2 6é ‘é 8 6b | 1? ‘ “sé $e 34 ra 
1 and 2 Car. Law Re- og « 13° oh “« 85 “ 
pository & N.C.Term LL Kg. He “BG * 38 
1 Murphey an 3 a 2 3 os ‘. B87 5 
2 6a [x3 6 6é ! 3 te sé és 88 rz) 
3 éé 66 , be 4 $e ‘ $e 89 be 
1 Hawks Se py os . os 40 * 
9 ae ee g se 6 éé +6 $e Al 4s 
8 e ee 10 té . é sé «é 42 $s 
4 6é be V1 as 8 ke 4é éé 43 $e 
1 Devereux Law os a Busbee Law «6 44 = % 
2 . 66 és sé 13 és 6s Hq.- ‘sé 45 és 
3 “ 7 “14 “ | 1 Jones Law “ 46 * 
4 6 bi 6c 15 66 i 9 cc és ‘é AT ée 
1 ta Kq. sé 16 6 8 sé ‘sé sé 48 6s 
yb “ &e 6é 17 éé 4 a sé 6é 49 ‘<é 
1 Dev. & Bat. Law Ts = ee rn  - BO t 
2 S 6é ee 19 té 6 6é é és 51 6s 
3 and 4 Dev. & Bat. Law ee | ae ( ni a) 
1 Dev. & Bat. Eq. | Og. at S “| = we: <Bo. f 
2 aé te éé 99 ‘sé 1 té Eq. i 54. 6 
1 Iredell Law + ae a ee « 55 « 
2 sé ‘és $é D4 sé 8 4é te és 56 ‘és 
8 ‘ ee “sé D5 és 4. rT4 4 té sve ¢ 
4 éé 6é zs 6é 26 $é 5 ee $s 6s 58 6é 
5) sé $6 té 27 [a4 ; 6 6é $é ‘T4 59 é 
6 ue as 28 * 1 and 2 Winston 260" FF 
vi : ae 29. Phillips Law oe GA... oe 
8 te : *e it 80 sé 6a Eq. 6é 62 ts 


In quoting from the reprinted Reports counsel will cite always the marginal 
(i. e., the original) paging, except 1 N. C. and 20 N. C., which are re-paged 
throughout, without marginal paging. 


ii 


JUSTICES 


OF THE 


SUPREME COURT OF NORTH CAROLINA 


SEPTEMBER TERM, 18938 


—_—_—_—__ 


CHIEF JUSTICE: 


JAMES E. SHEPHERD 


ASSOCIATE JUSTICES. | 


ALFONSO C. AVERY = —« JAMES C. MacRAE 
WALTER CLARK ARMISTEAD BURWELL 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL : 


FRANK I. OSBORNE 


———_—_—_———— 


SUPREME COURT REPORTER : 


ROBERT T. GRAY 


CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT. 


THOMAS 8. KENAN 


MARSHAL AND LIBRARIAN OF THE SUPREME COURT: 


ROBERT H. BRADLEY 


iii 


JUDGES SUPERIOR COURTS OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Gro: H. BROWN, :JRi2cseneo sono eee eS eee First 


District 


Piewhy Ry Bevan sess eee He ee ee eee Second District 
TAGOR, DATULE 262i ee oe ea este cee Bae ee ee Third District 
Spire. WHITAKER: £02 uote St a a ee eee Fourth District 
IRGRERT W.. WINSTON: Gon eee eos e ewe eens eos ewes Fifth District 
i D.. .BOY RN 2223355 6 eee sees Sco hiatal e ees Sixth District 
Se WEG VBR as on ee eat a etre es Seventh District 
WR. Ne ARM WIRE oissc es cee _ eee sce sees Highth District 
Jess ll: GRAVl6 2226 Seen oe es ee oe eee eases Ninth District 
Joun Gray ByNnUM________----_--____-_--_-_.-___-__-.-----Tenth District 
W. A. HoKke_.-__---- a ee ee ee ee Re Hleventh District 
GEO. A> “SHUPOBD 262232 ¢ eee Twelfth District 
SOLICITORS 
JOHN A. BLOUN TS t2scchecadacoonsenunseeesee ieee See First District 
Giro: ie WAI as ee Second District 
af) TEU WOODARD 2 cei oe oe eae ee ees Third District 
WS Wea, POO ti eas eae oe ee OUTEM District 
E. 8. PARKER-..-------~-~---------------------- EIR eR eee Fifth District 
OC WER. i. -AGGBN ie ee ee ce pen emeeie Sixth District 
RAN Re MIONBY E222 a ee ee ee Seventh District 
BEN SAMIN. 2 UiONG ss a oe 5 ne ee Highth District 
W. W. BARBER__---~-~-~ A Se ee ee ea eee Ninth District 
W 2 GC: NISW LAND Son ae eet ee eee Tenth District 
IE a VN at eres ee ee ee ee HKleventh District 
GacAy JONES cote aees eee aces eee cee eeeen cle okie metewe Twelfth District 
JUDGES OF THE CRIMINAL COURTS 
FOR NEW HANOVER AND MECKLENBURG: 
OLIVER P. MEARES 
FOR BUNCOMBE: 
THOMAS A, JONES 
| SOLICITORS OF THE CRIMINAL COURTS 
BENJAMIN: Hii MOQGREB sj cecec sto see ee eee ewes epee for New Hanover 
WOE Bie DROWN 2c ye ees i eet for Mecklenburg 
Be Ds CANTER 2 ee i oe SR a ane Penne La ena for Buncombe 


LICENSED ATTORNEYS 


SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


Henry S. ANDERSON------ a eee Henderson 
Isaac BE. AveRy___-___-__-___ oe eo Burke 
Wit Ll. Barep__-_-- $22 costes aes a ee Oe Se Buncombe 
WILLIAM P. 1 (1 Sane a Se me ae a See Pennsylvania 
AUBREY [ic BROOKS ioe no oes tress aaeeoe ie Seas Person 
GORGE I; BUTLER 205 eee Se Sampson 
DATTLETON C.. CARTER 225255 < ores Bees oe oe eae ae Wilkes 
Henry H. Covineron________------__-- +7 ee Cumberland 
THOMAS C. DANIELS-_---------~- ee ae eae eee ERE eT Craven — 
Wiram A. Drvin_______-_--.--_-___-_--_--_- Bt iets seiae ds Granville 
JAMES: W... PERGUSON= 2555 ooo. wee coh ee ele Se eases Haywood 
Howarp A. FousHEE__________~-------- Rodin tasks Person 
SoLoMON GALLERT —--~-- Bale aie are ae Se ne Rutherford _ 
BSB: As CORBIN se aot he Durham 
Harry P. GREER------~------- RE ne a te vee me aenen enn nee Serer! Iredell 
Datias M. Harpy___._--__-__-- Wayne: 
HOWARD as HGRRICK so ee eee ceee susan Edgecombe 
MARION i,. HOLCOMBE- 2-2 - eee eee ee eee Haywood 
WILLIAM P. HUBBARD__---~_------- Ea Ee Sampson | 
JAMES Hi JOHNSON 2226 -cb het oe ee Petes Cumberland 
THORNWELL LANIER —_-------- ga ht ber eet ee ee oe Granville 
JAMES: ©. (GINNEY 32 eStart ee eee eee Alexander 
ADDISON C. MANGUM_--_--~_-----_- Be ee ee OTE Oe aT Durham 
Joun H. Marrin_______--_...--- Buncombe 
WILLIAM T. McCarruy______------------ i te rc lec ttc Craven 
CHARLES O. MoMIGHAEL__-.---_------_---_----------------- Guilford 
WORIN’- ICG: MORGAN 25. GS eee eee Johnston . 
Joun F. MuUSsSELWHITB_____------------------_-_--..-- -____Cumberland 
Joun B. ParKINSON__.-_.~-~---___- ee eee ee eee ete) Florida 
Joun L. RANDLEMAN__~_-__-__--- Recie dua tale ae ee Se he Rowan 
Darwin To Resse, Diese ee es ee ee New Hanover 
JOHN Bs DB; STEVENS coecceesbee seco ost les _~--------.~~- Buncombe 
CRARLES FP). UR NER 3336 eee Sh ee i ee eae Iredell. 
Hariert 8. 5 Le ae nC ee me me oye Aas tay Hertford 
James A. WELLONS__._------_---------- Oe te eee eee Johnston 


“ 


CASES REPORTED 


A 
; PAGE 
Adams V.. bank nose see else ee 332 
Adams, Parks y..—..-+.=~--==.-+ AN3 
Aiken. Se Vi tecssoesseewanscel< 651 
Albertson,. S.. V.-2.2-------s-4= 633 
Alford, Younger. Vv assss----ess= 130 
Alien, Gallop V. .<ss<262--<<2-=-< 24 
Allen v. McLendon__-—--~------- 319 
Alston v. Morphew-_.----------- 460 
Alston. Be V.: ice ease eee eee ee 666 
Atkinson, Bank vy, ~------------- 478 
Atkinson vy. R. R. ---------- _H.- S81 

B 
Bailey, Pritchard v. ------------ 21 
Baird ve es aseaeeot es sos _-- 608 
_ Ballance, Marks v. —~---~-------- 28 
Ballard, Lockhart v. ~---------- 292 
Bank, Adams vy. —..----~-------- 382 
_ Bank vy, Atkingon__----------~-- 478 
Bank, Stevenson vy. ~----------- 485 
Barber: Ss Vi-seecesccessccccscs 711 
Bardin, Stewart v. -.----------- 277 
Barfield v. Barfield ~----------- 230 
Berry, Murray v. -------- Lewen= | 46 
Board of Education v. Comrs._-. 379 
Board of Education, Hare v.-.-- 9 
Bond, Sprague v. -------------- BOL 
“Bond vy. Wool____...------------> 20 
Bonner vy. Styron----~---------- 30 
Boon, Isley Vecosano- 22-2 e = 249 
. Borden: V; Re Revscncessescacesse 570 
Bourne, Wells v. --------------- 82 
Boykin v. Wright_-------~---- _.~ 2838 
Breece, McLean v. ~------------ 390 
Bridgers, Mitchell v. ----------- 63 
Broughton v. Lane-__----------. 16 
Brown, Grimes v. —------------- 154 
Brown; Russ V; 5526 23-4426465- 22T: 
Brow Ss Vo cheeses oc gles 645 
Burgwyn, Jeter v. _------------- 157 
Burton, 5. Vi--sesen4eeeceesaas 655 
Byrd y. Budsotizsceeccewse lees 203 
Byrd, Ladd v. .--.------------. 466 

CG. 
Campbell v. Patton_----.------- 481 
Carter, 8. Ve oss on seuss hee 639 
Cheatham v. Young_------------ 161 


PAGE 
Cherry ‘vs billyscsieese ease cue 26 
Coggins v. Flythe_---..------..-- 102 
Cohen, Strouse v. -..--~-------- 349 
Cole v. Stokes___-.-----.------- 270 
Comrs., Board of Education v.-- 379 
Comrs., Moore v. ----.---------- 128 
Const’n Co., Gas Light Co. v.---- 549 
Cooper, Williams vy. ------------ 286 
Cowles ‘vy. Hallee<.. 2.3252 -eees see Bish) 
Cox v. Grishamonc so... 2s 279 
Cox Vy JOQneCS8. 2 Se Se eSesae. 276 
Cozart v. Land Co, ------------ 294 

‘Craige, Wilson v. _------------- 463 
Crews, Long V2. as2522-cseseSoeee 256 
Crinkley v. Egerton___~- __--142, 444 
Crinkley, Rooker vy. ------------ 73 
Cummings v. Hoffman____------ 267 
Currie, McCaskill v, ------------ 313 
Curtis v. Lumber Co. -.--------- 417 

D - 
Darean ‘vy. FBR. ose as eeeee 596 

Davenport v. Grissom__--~------ 88 
Davis v. Smith-_-_.-----..---~- 94. 
DeGraff, S. v. --.-----.-------- 688 
Dixon vy. Stewart__------------- 410 
Donnelly vy. Wileox-..--.-----~-- 408 
Douglas, Tate (Treas.) v. —------ 190 
Drake, -B2V5, sesssoote eee 624 
Dudley, King vi. 224ess652--25= 167 
Durham vy. R. R. ~-------- reneta 240 

K ; 
Edenton, Wool v. ~------------- 33 
Kdwards v. Jones__------------- 453 
Edwards, 8S. v. --~--------- a 653 
Begerton,. Crinkley vy. ---~---- 142, 444 
Emry, Guano Co, y. ~----------- 85 

FE. 
Fagg v. Loan Association_------ 364 
Ferguson v. Wright ---.--------- 537 
Finlayson, S. v. _-.------- ee ere 628 
Fleming, Kelly v. -----.-.--....- 133 
Flythe, Coggins v. ------------- 102 
Foster, Triplett v. _-.----------- 389 
Fulbright v. Yoder_-.----------- 456 
Fulton v. Roberts__------------- 421 


vi 


CASES REPORTED 


‘ 


G PAGE 
Gallop v. Allen-._.--.---------- 24 
Gas Light Co. v. Construction Co. 549 
Gatewood v. Tomlinson---.-.~-~- 312 
Gilchrist, S. v. -----.----------- 673 
Grandy, Sawyer vy. ------------- 42 
Greenleaf, Hinton vy. ~----------- 6 
Greenwood, Stealman v. —~.------. 355 
Grimes v. Brown_-.~--~--~.+--- 154 
Grisham, COX Ve: a ee ce esocccee 279 
Grissom, Davenport v. --------- 38 
Guano Co, v. Emry__-----~----- 85 
H.: 
Hall, Cowles v. ~----~---------- 309 
Hamilton, Spencer v. ~----=-~----- 49 
Hare vy. Board of Education_--__ 9 
Warmon, Kiger v. ~---------~-- 406 
Hearn, Russell v. ~------------- 361 
Herndon, Morris v. ~----------- 236 
Hill v. Lumber Co,-.---.------- “173 
Hill v. Mining Co.___-------_--- 259 
Hodges, Williams v. ~---------- 36 
Hoffman, Cummings v. --------- 267 
Howell v. Jones___-_----------- 429 
Hudson, Byrd vy. ---------- Roa US 
Hinton vy. Greenleaf__.-_._.------ 6 
I 
Im “Te. Meyerse eo on ae 545 
Ins. Co., Trinity College v.--__-~-- 244 
‘[sley Vv. Boon=.-----2.-+<.--=-<- 249 
J 
Jenkins v. Wilkinson_--_------- 532 
Jeter v. Burgwyn-_---------.---- 157 
JOHES; "COX Ve. coeec eee ee ec tes 276 
Jones, Edwards v. —--------- _-_. 458 
Jones, Howell v. --------------- 429 
JONCS: Be Viccwse eoceeeeSeesese . 669 
Jones, Woody v. -.--...--------- 253 
Jordan v. Spiers__._..--------- _ B44 
Justice, Williams v. ------.----- 502 
| K 
Kelly vy. Fleming---.-2--------- 183 
Relly V2 OlivePoss2 2) ose eesee 442 
Kelly vi Wilitamsonc 2 ooo sek 437 
Kerr, Williams v. ~------------- 306 
Kiger v. Harmon__-~_~----~----- 406 
King v. Dudley_--------------- 167 
ine, Bo Yo. 2wese a teet Seas 681 


vii 


L 


PAGE 

Land Co., Cozart v. --------.--- 294 
Lane, Broughton vy. ------------ 16 
Lane v. Rogers_------.--.------ 171 
G00 Vi DYTOssas ee oe aes 466 
LeDue v. Moore_.-------.----.-- 275 
Bee, State: Ve eee elena ene 681 
Lenoir v. Mining Co.------------ 513 
Lewis v. Lumber Co._..--------- 55 
Lewis, S. v. ------.---- Soecoee: Gee 
iles::v.. “ROers2. 2 sessee ecoseck 197 
Uy, CHEPrLy ¥.. cscce uae sees 26 
Loan Assn., Fagg v.----..------ 364 
Locheimer vy. Weil___----------- 181 
Lockhart v. Ballard__.-.-------- 292 
Lone *y. Cr€wssx. 232s ee 256 
Long, Mortgage Co. v.---------- 123 
Long v. Waldraven__.--.------- 337 
Loyd: ¥2 D00y ee seis eee 186 
Lumber Co., Curtis v.----------- 417 
Lumber Co., Hill v.------------- 173 
Lumber Co., Lewis v.----------- DD 
Lumber Co., Marriner v._------- 52 
Lyman v. Ramseur__--.------.-- 5038 

M 

Marks v. Ballance_..--.--.----~- 28 
Marriner vy. Lumber Co._-~----- 2 
Maxwell v. MclIver___---------- 288 
McAden v. Nutt_--------------- 439 
MeDonald, Morrison vy. --------- 327 
| McCaskill v. Currie___---------- 813 
MelIver, Maxwell y. ------------ 288 
McLean v. Breece_------.------- 390 
McLendon, Allen v. ~-------~---- 319 
Miller, Taylor v. -------- earns 340 
Mining Co., Hill v.-_.---------- _ 259 
Mining Cc., Lenoir v..--------~-- 513 
Mining Co., R. R. v.------------ 241 
Mitchell v. Bridgerg__--_-----~-- 63 
Mizell v. Ruffin-_-_.------_---- 21 
Moore vy. Comrs. -..-.---.--.--- 128 
Moore, LeDue y. —~-.------------ 275 
Moore, SS. Ve accesses eee 697 
Moore, Summers v. ------------ 394 
Morphew, Alston y. ------------ 460 
Morris, Herndon y. —---..----- _ 286 
Morrison v. McDonald__-------- 327 
Mortgage Co. vy. Long---------.- 123 
Moses, Walker vy. ~------------- 527 
Motz, Stubbs v. —-..-------.----- 458 
Mullenax, Redmond y. ~-------- 505 
Murray vy. Berry..2--.2-2----=-2- 46 
Meyers; In res.s--.-----2-4.—- 545 


CASES REPORTED 


viii 


_N PAGE 
PAGE | Simmons v. Steamboat Co.___--- 147 
Nations, Thompsou vy. ~_--------- 348 Smith, Davis v, ------------- ___ 94 
Nutt, MeAden v. --------------- 439 | spencer ¥, Hamilton o2o.245.8 49 
Spiers, Jordan v. ----------..-- 344 
O Sprague v. Bond-..----------- _ 551 
Oliver, Key Wye cSeecteesdecs BAD |) ODER Y) Be Vaca nnencgenseaeat hes nee 
Outland vy. Outland_-__-____-~--- 74 Saget aaa aia a ore se 
T . « AIBC ~---__..-—-— + - 
Outlaw, Wooten vy. ----..------- 281 Sas ARRON. cen eec 688 
P Ss Vo AIStOne eee et tee ees 666 
SVs DARDEr noo oe ae Seb ea as 711 
Parker, Sullivan v. ~-_.-------- 301 | 8S. v. Brown ~------------------ 645 
Parks v. Adams__._.--..__----- 473 | 8. v. Burton ~-.---------~-~----- 655 
Pass v. Shine_..-..-..-.-.----.- 284 | S. v. Carter ---.--------------- 639 
Patton, Campbell v. ------------ 481 | 8. v DeGraff -.----~-------__-- 688 
Piland v. Taylor__________~.-_-. 1 | 8. v. Drake -..---------------- 624 
Pippen, Redmond v. —.----.----. 90 | 8S. v. Edwards ~--------~------- 653 
Pritchard v. Bailey_._._..._____ 521 | 8. v. Finlayson ~-----------~--- 628 
SV. Guchrist ok secseecoeocece 673 
R- S.. Ve SONOS: 2 he 669 
. Bio Wer AON woo eet oe ote 631 
Re Rig pair Vi seseestec ee Sie ~ 603 | §. v. Lee _______--____ 681 
Res Ki... Bordely: Vi.coees Sous eet 570 | & vy. Lewis ._..__--_-_-___--_.-- 622 
R. R. Co., Atkinson y._--------- 581 | S v. Moore ____--_-----._____- 697 
R. R. Co. v. Mining Co.----____- 241 | g v. Ramsour _.-_..-.-__-____- 642 
R. R. Comrs. v. Tel. Co.--_----- 2138 | Ss. v. Reavis _.____________ 677 
R. R., Dargan v. -------------- 596 | S. v. Riley ~---_----__-.-____- _ 648 
Kio Ri, DUPnRaM ve ene Sen 240 | §. v. Rollins._.._-_--__.______ 722 
Be Ro Selby V.-pehoctoasuce ose 588 | §. vy. Spray ---_---------.-_--_- 686 
R. R., Syme v. ----------~---- -- 558 | §. vy. Stafford _-.---..--_______- 635 
Re Rag, Ward, Ve cecesiSocceses = 566 | S, vy. Thompson __--_---_-_-____- 638 
Re B.,. White Vi sase-sscsensc<-5 610 | S. v. Warren ___--..._-________ 683 
Ramseur, Lyman y. -_~--------- 503 | S. v. Whitt _.._.__._________ 716 
Ramsour, 8. v. ----------------- 642 | §. vy. Winchester --___-..______- 641 
Reavis, S. v. ------------------ 677 | Stealman v. Greenwood____..-.. 355 
Redmond v. Mullenax__--------. 505 | Steamboat Co., Simmons v.____- 147 
Redmond y. Pippen_------------- 90 | Stevenson v. Bank._--._______.. 485 
Riley, Si. Vs. seeetedteue esses 648 | Stewart v. Bardin--._--_..___... 277 
Roberts, Fulton v. --.---------- 421 Stewart, Dixon y, _----.-______- 410 
Rogers, Lane v. ~--------------- 171 | Stokes, Cole vy. --:--.--------_- 270 
Rogers, Liles v. ----..---------- 197 | Strouse v. Cohen__-__- en eee 349 
Rollins, 8. v. ------------------ 122 | Stubbs v. Motz__-__-..._______. 458 
Rooker v. Orinkley__.-.-------_- 73 | Styron, Bonner y. ~------__-_._- 30 
Ruffin, Mizell v. ---------------- 21 | Sugg, Ward y. --------.-_-____- 489 
Russ v. Brown-------~--------- 227 | Sullivan v. Parker_..-__-_-____- 301 
Russell v. Hearn__---.--------- 361 | Summers v. Moore____--____-._- 394 
BY MC Vat. is Gewese secede 558 
S 
Sater, Taliaferro v. ---_-------- 76 | 
‘Sawyer v. Grandy_.--_.-_-----. 42 | Taliaferro v. Sater__--...-_____ 76 
Selby v. R. R.------- Bh a Brea a 588 | Tate (Treas.) v. Douglas_______ 190 
Shine, Pass v. ------------ ~---- 284 , Taylor v. Miller_---_-.---______ 340 
Shober v. Wheeler__.._._------- 370 


Taylor, Piland v. -----..-___-_- 1. 


- 


CASES REPORTED 


: | PAGE 
Tel. Co., R. R. Comrs. v.-------- 215. 
Thompson v. Nations__--------- 348 
Thompson, 8. v. ----- Peteeke oe 638 
Tomlinson, Gatewood v. ~------- 312 
Triplett: V.. POStCls2-=s25s-s2525- 389 
Trinity College v. Ins. Co.-.----- 244 

Ww 
Waldraven, Long v. -.--~------- 337 
Walker v. Moses__-—~----------- 527 
Ward “vi 3Rs Biceate lee eee 566 
Ward v. Sugg..-=-.-+--.-2-.-<- 489 
Warréel;'S:. Vo. psesecses+eeccees 683 
Weil, Locheimer vy. --------.---- 181 
Wells v. Bourne------ opal 82 
Wheeler, Shober v. —-------- _.._ 870 
White:-v.- Re Rs jss2ceeeesseese as 610 
Whitt: (Bs Vitieson ee eee 716 
Wilcox, Donnelly v. ------------ 408 
_ Wilkinson, Jenkins v. ----------- 532 


Williams vy. Cooper__-..-------- 286 


ix 


A 

PAGE 

Williams v. Hodges___.-_.------ 36 
Williams v. Justice._.__...----- 502 
Williams, Kelly v. ------------- 437 
Williams vy. Kerr ---.---------- 306 
‘Wilson v. Craige_________-----~- . 463 
Winchester, S. v. --------------- 641 . 
Woody v. Jones___-.--------- —-. 258 
Wool, Bond: Vi. 22ceeso252-5-5--. 20 
Wool v. Edenton.---_-------_--- 33 
Wooten v. Outlaw_____-_------- 281 
Wright, Boykin v. ------~------- 283 
Wright, Ferguson v. ---~--~---- 537 

Y 
Woung ‘vy. Alford..222-525-~----< 130 
Young, Cheatham y. ----~--..---- 161 
Yoder, Fulbright v. _------------ 456 
Z, 
wanes 432 


Yimmerman vy. Zimmerman 


CASES CITED 


Abrams v. Pender__.-._..-.---. d+ 
Adams, Ladd v. ~~.-~---.---- 66 
Adams vy. Reeves_..______----- 68 
Adams v. Thomas__.o______-_ 83 
Adams y. Utley __....--.----_. 87 
Adkins v. Withers..__._..__.__ 94 
Ainsworth v. Greenlee__-____- 7 
Albright v. Tapscott.__-___-_-- 53 
Albritton, Moye y. _-------_~---_ 42 
Alden, Harris v. ~~ ~------_-__- 104 
Alexander, Bank vy. ~~ -____ ... 84 
Alexander, Davidson vy. ~-----__ 84 
Alexander, Penniman y, ~~. -.~- 111 
Allen v. Grissom___--_________ 90 
Allen, McDaniel vy. _--~--~--__ 99 
Allen, Parker y. ~----_----_-- 84. 
Allen vy. Sallinger___.-_.-______ 108 
Allen v. Sallinger__._____...-__- 105 
Allen y. Strickland. ___-._ 100 
Amis v. Stevens__..---_..-_--- 111 
Andres, Locke y. ~-..---______ 29 
 Arledge, Davidson v. ~-.-~-_--- 97 
Armistead, Gray v.-_~--_..______ 41 
Armistead, S. v. --.----_..-_--- 106 
Armstrong, Hodges vy. ~-------- 14 
Armstrong, Ruffin v. --...______ 9 
Arrington, Avent v. ~----...--- 105 
Ashe y. DeRossett_____.--______ 50 
Asheville, Sondley y. ~----._-._ 112 
Ashworth, Burns y. ~~ -_2_-_--_- 72 
Askew, Bender v. ~-~-----___-_ 14 
Askew, Sutton y. ~_-----_______ _ 66 
Atkinson y. Graves_____-____. 91 
Attorney-General v. R. R.__-___ 28 
Avent v. Arrington. ----_..__. 105 
Bailey v. Brown__.-_.________- 105 
Baird, Gudger vy. ~-_---_--__--_- 66 
Baker vy. Leggett_-__.--.--.--_- 98 
DS E21 Soc) Sea > Oem, |g nae le oP ec lc 106 
Baker Si Ve cece sec cetoeu see 70 
Ballard v. Gay_---__--.--_-_._ 108 
Bank y. Alexander_____________ 84 
Bank y. Burgwyn____----_-._-- 110 
Bank v. Burgwyn_______--_-_-- 108 
Bank, Glenn v. ~~~ ___ 72 


AALAAAAARAAAAA 


A 
N. 


ngnganreaaaaagaaaaaaaacaaaaageaaaaaa 


se 


ALALAAAAAL 
accaacaccs 


A 


td 
CL) 3 | eee OR eA Re 428 
1K, 2 ae eae ewe Eee Soe eRe ees 469 
A aia tee i re te 368 
OTe rect ce le 392 
15 Se eR Reo ae 269 
5-5 ee a ee Re 274 
> | ee ea ed ee 461 
1 1 ae ee 358 
5 Va ne a 1138 
Ree tian fete tet eee ten 352 
Bae ances cesta ne A 316 
GOT alg) Sere not So sae 180 
t 0 a eee ne ee ken 444 
1 a ee ee a eae oe 101 
1S oa tesa aio eee 
cr ee ae ene 449, 451 
1: See ea ee RCT eRe 471, 520 
1122 eae an ea eee aoe cde he 316 
7; ee eS EE ee Ee 268 
| i Na eR nT ED ent 544 
5 (2 cre SRNL ee nese 182 
1 A 2? ene NOS ITY RIC RCI 166 
| (CED oe PEE NE Pe eae ated 202 
Oe ee Bee ete 133 
1 ee Re tel a 200 
7 is Da: 5 eee 496 
1 (aOR een ee eS 469, 580 
POO se er an tae pepe 50 
604 oe oe ok ole 41, 276, 587 
BOG racists coarse te et ies 35, 408 
VA se Oe tia, ae eng wane 359 
1 6 ee en ee ee 140 
0 gate setae eh lace eel ik 23 
71; a EE aE 151 
ly jy eer a oT Ree eee 469, 530 
4 7 ee PERE a ee 390 
Oa Ss a io Nat ese Be 156 
Ca ais Sire a ite 427 
8 ee ote rete eae! 281 
OO wickets dein bet eee 640 
2 Fa ON ee eee RN See 40 
| eg one SNR PE OO SR 316 
) SY (a ee ne rea eR 484 
Qi 2a diets oe eee ees 484 — 
GG ake 75 


CASES CITED 


Bank, Glenn v. ~--------------- (UE). a @ fags | seer eee ee 490, 492, 497 
Bank vy. Harriss<.cussek oe S4.NuO,; 200 = so pee ees oe eee eae 15 
Bank y. Harris_____.-__--._-_. OG NAC. A118 so toate oe eee eee aoe se 132 
Bank vy. Lineberger____.__-___- 838 N.C., 454, 458... 8, 491 
Bank vy; Gotterloliae 2 2cs- 2 81 N,Ay- 1d44oc set ot le 493, 495, 497 
Bank, Morgan v. ~-~~-~-..--- Rls, Does opeeesetese toc cimete ad oes 2 
Bank, Seawell v. —~_.-_---_----. IN a eal ee ee ea as eh 511 
Banks, Parker y. ~-.--._-~----__ 1S IN Oi FBO es se ch eee ne 255, 311 
Barber v. Buffaloe____._____.___ TDVOIN. G., 206 ese eee ete s ce 100 
Barber, Gibson y. ~-__-..---~__ BOO UN Cos B08 eda i is 273 
Barksdale v. Comrs,___.--__-_ OS ING Cs A sess Seite eee 385. 
Barr, DeCourey y. ~-.--_--~---- 4G: NG ASL eo eects ees coSe 257, 3809 
Barrett v. Richardson__.-.__ TG IN ig BOS ii to pate as 469 
Battle vy. Mayo,-......+--=-- 102 ON. Oy alee esse eee ses fue 221, 324 
Baucom y. smith Sie atta eee et GG UINGY .s Qoesjemseseeeeea Saeed 498 
Baxter v. Costin.._-..-__---____ Oy INO 2s Set eee ee 274 
Baxter vy. Wilson___--_---~---~ BOON Gi 1S (sateen ee esos 697 
Beaman, Moore y. —...------.-- NA ING Oy DOB acess eee ene 492 
Beaman, White v. __..-__--_--_- OG Neg 42 oe ero eee 183 
BeONn, 8. Ve saoseins eee cee eae ORANG Cg DOF a ees eee ee ese 708 
Beatie vy. R. RR. ~~ TOS: ING Ce ASG oe ae ee 599 
Bellisle, Massey y. ~-.-------~-— De Neg Mec ees ce Sole ee ek 530 
(21 Tas a 2 ce re 108 NO, Fos eek eee we eneceens 640 
Bender vy. Askew___ ~~ ---__. A IN is AO rie se ceria ce ee Ce leer 359 
Bennett, Benson v. ~--__---__-_ A EN Oe SUG See ee ee ee Sola 93 
Bennett, S. v. -----_--.-------- TO INe Cy BOD eon eee ee 664 
Benson y. Bennett-___-----_.-- D2 Ne B00 2 Set rae Bee 93 
Benson v. Insurance Co,--_--~- WING Gs. “Sieeeeeieese ete eee eee 368 
Berry, Little v. .---__ oe eee 92° N. ©. Soup weet eee eee ace 548 
Rest, Sy. Wi See PAA ONO: O38 2c eee eos tee Sao 696 
Bethea vy. Byrd_----------~--~- OS IN Og O00 soa ae ee ee Sak 62 
Blac. S:. Vi. code eno eee ai 8 Aas ee RA | 9 9 ene en pe ce PS 733 
Blakely v. Patrick______-__---- Gl NOs, B20 sc2e2- 522% ee eh oes 23 
Blalock v. Mfg. Co..-_-_-~-_-_- VO: NIOS,. 00sec eee et ee 181 
Blalock, Strayhorn y. ___----___ IN Cis a ate oo 8 et oe 251 
rans Ne Viet ae ee OT ON Cs 498. gee oe hee 733, 735 
Blount -v.. Notchell 52.26 SEONG, S0eecescet an kee seb ee 461 
Blow v. Vaughan __...._.-___ DOD NO WG ee ea ee Se eee 530 
Blue vy. MeDuffie______..--_-_ AA NGO Bot sees ces eos ewse ee 139 
Board of Education v. Comrs.__111 N.C., 578___~-----_.--------------- 385 
Bobbitt v. Rodwell______.______ 5 0) 9 Sal a @ es 0 ee ee 100 
Bome Vs (Re. Recess ae aoe ec OOS Ns Crcge G e i a e a e e 41 
Bonds v. Smith __-__.-__._-. TOG NO Dobe ee eto 510 
Boone, Hughes vy. ~----_----.---- LOZ NY Os Aol eae See oe ee 287 
Boones (Sy. Vit ease ee ee se INS Ci Ge (ewsec ee eee ee et eG 734 
Bostic, Durham y. _..____~--___ te Ny Cig S0b ete Seneca ee ee 189 
Bostic, Lowdermilk v. _-_______ OS INV o> DOO se oe a eis 3A. 
Bowden, Faison vy. ~...__----_- Ae ING Ov SaO0 = gas hee eR ee 342 
Bowers, Hopkins y. _--_---___ PION SCS Abeer ee es 15 
Bowles, Woodruff v. _..-__-_-_ 104 N.C., 197--.----__-_____-_- 100, 189,. 324 
Bowling, Williams v, --_--.--_- TIEN, C4 (200s. ceca eee ee eeeus osu 26 
Boyd v. Hawkins____._____-___ AT AN AO, NO te er ie eC ee 273 
Boyle v. Reeder__----____---~-- 28 Ne Cy OU ase eee ee es DS 
Boyer vy... Teague... 106 (NE Cy 81G2cen 3 con eee ea cec ae 428, 510 


CASES CITED 


Bradsher vy. Cheek___...------- 109° NW. (28a secsice cee esi eee eases DS 
Brace, “Perry V., 253254 ee ee TD INe Gis A002 2 es 257 
Branch v. Frank___-~_- ee a! SL IN Ce (a0 ess act eo ee Se 476 
Branch, Page v. ---~-...---.---- OT NGC ORs cat ee eee 545 
Brantley v. Jordan __--__------ OF NN © 20 sie eet eee ee 277 
Braswell, Peebles vy. ~---------~- TOP ING C.. . (GS eee Ue eee ee eee 268 
Breden v. MecLaurin..._-_----- OS Nw O: 4 BOS ea eee 545 
Brewer vy. Tysor_-__-_--------- SST Oy DOU neo todos ae ele 444 
Brey Vo. SULe aL ne See BAIN OO SB OU eae a BOE ee 200 
Brinson, Rountreé-v: conc2e2.22 9BN. Cy. WOT oc let eae 490 
Brittain, So Vi cmuckccawtscmuco. SO INGO. 46 be a eee ee eee 734 
Broadway, Windley vy. _----.--- TU NG BO ee ei ee eee eee 476 
BYrocdens Be Ve aeeade cokes cesses PAL ON, O4 SoGseoocwe es He. eee ee 717 
Brookside, Cox v. ~~-_-_--.---- TON Go a ee te et ae es 364 
Brooks, Mfg. Co. v.----------~- TOG NO DOF ise Se 167 
Brothers y. Brothers_.__---.._- Ar IN Oa AO care ee ae eal 272 
Brown, Bailey v. ~----..------- 105; Ne 5 eee see wee ee Ue 390 
Brown, Collingwood vy. ~-----~- 106 NO, B00 28625. a eee ee ae 311 
Brown, Doyle y, ~-.--.---_---_- 1 Ns Cr oe Sia aoe ee ee: 252 
Brown v. Mitchell _.-_.--_-.__ 102 ON G5 OA eee ee oe 100, 826, 694 
Brown, Mitchell vy. ~-.--------- RS IN, Oss 1062 eee ee eect: BLO 
Brown v. Rhinehart____-____-- TAD Ne Oey Teese ee ee ee 331 
Bruce. v. Strickland.-_..----_-- BIN og 20 lao we Secieeoete ae eetase 140 
Bryan v. Moring_________--_.-- OO NAG. 362s oo eee de eee 390 
Bryon S. Veco eee es BOUIN Oy GI1e See eee 668, 665 
Buchanan, Jackson y. ~-~-~---~- BOING Cis ote eee ee eo Sees 3 
Buffaloe, Barber v. _--._------- PEL NG Os 20Gscenie so sgeeee ose 100 
Buggy Co. v. Pegram___-._--~- 102 NuGC DAO ane ck eee So es 257 
Buie Vv. SCOttssce2oc se astOC IN, OS. 1Sleceoccs oases 3555-45-85 428 
Bullard, McLeod y, ~------~----- BG INC BO ei ee a le 274 
Bullinger v. Marshall_.__---__- TO We Oy O20 eee et eee ee eh ee 554 
Bullock, Hicks v. _--_-____-.__. OG ON Od 04 eee oe eeu ee 545 
Bunn. “Vy. Wedd ese Sees MOT ON Og 26G a en Soe Lee 287 
Bunting’ Vs SRICKS 2 oe BON Oe bo ease Damme ce ein eee ae 202 
_ Bunting, Morgan y. ~--------~- SGNv@., “6Osccec55. ssc see oo eee 106 
Burgwyn, Bank y. ~~--.-_---___ 108 N.C... “Gtecvesn Se ee 484 
Burgwyn, Bank y, __-_-__------ TIOONVG: 26) codec ccce cet wee eae . 484 
Burgwyn, Cossack y. ~-.-----_- BND INAO., G0 testo as ee eee sus 158 
Burke. Se Vi eeete sees es to NO 4.  Sbecsucecchacosesewesteoesos 646 
SBUTKG; “Ss. Va. ceo Genk wos S.No Os, OO aca reecooeeeauecotusgce 649 
Burnett v. Savage___-______-_- O2°N. ©, DOsceceten ooosee cee tou 287 
| Burns v. Ashworth _._.___---__~- Lo INO) AO a8 get ee eee a 35, 408 
Burwell, Hornthall v, ___--__-_ 109. Ne Cy. 10 see seee eee Gow oe i BOD 
Bush Wy Ve gueeteee eee BO NoCs, s0Gscucue Sots eee cae 311 
VC's, SNe ee oe LOOMN GG. Ole scence eee esas ol eats 734 
Byrd, Bethea v. -------.- eesene O59: Ne Cs BOO ie eo one he eerceeeees 62 
C 
Cainan: S.. Vs scssccneussecsese O4- IN: Gs; BRU scewee aS eis 684, 685 
Caldwell v. Neely__..-____-_-__ BION eC Tis te ee ie ee he 544 
Call PONCS Ve ooh 93 N.C., 170_.-----------_.-..159, 268, 504 
Candler, Sumner y. ~-____--_-- 9? NeCs (G34 soe ee oa See eee ok, 287 
Cannady. 8). ‘Vo seeectese oe iS Nie On, Dev wotowetoeto eee saue eden 659 


CASES CITED 


Cannon, Roberts v. _----------- 20 
Capehart v. Detrick__._---__---- 91 
Capehart v. R. R..1------------ 81 
Capps v. Capps_-_------------. 85 
Carden vy. Carden_._-~--___-_-- 107 
Cartland): (Si Ve. -scsssececseeee= 30 
Carpenter v. Tucker___---_---- 98 
Carson vy. Dellinger__-__.._---- 90 
Carson, McDonald .v. =-------—- 94 
Carson, McDonald v. ---------- 95 
Garson, Morse v. —_..-.----~=+-104 
Carson: 83 V5 ete Se 19 
Carstarphen, Purvis v. ~------~ 73 
Carter v. Duncan_~_----------~- 84 
Carter, Hull ys 22ssesesescecee 83 
Cassidy, Munds v. __----------~ 98 
Castrix, Smith v. ~------------- 27 
Charlotte, Hill v. .-.---_-.------ G2 
Chavers, S.. Vv. —----_--------~-_ 50 
Cheatham y. Cruise __~---_-- 81 
Cheek, Bradsher v. ~-.--------- 109 
Cheek, Ramsey vy. ~~ ..--~--~--- 109 
Cherry v. Slade____---------~- qT 
Christianbury v. King.--_~--~- 85 
Clark: V5 Dig@ss2222% 7) oe os 28 
Clark v. Hellen____ _---_.-~-__- 23 
Clark v. Williams_____-_-_---_-- 70 
Clement vy. Foster..-----------~ 388 
Clements vy. Rogers__.-----.--+- 95 
Clouse, Williams v. -------~- -- 91 
‘Cobb v. Hallyburton_._-_.___-_ 92 
Cobb, Tunstall vy. ~_-----------109 
‘Cobb, Wheeler vy. ~-_----------- 75 
OOdY, (‘S.Vext2e52 oogenesis eee se 60 
Collette, Gordon y. ~..-----~--- 107 
Collier v. Nevill_._..-------_-- 14 
Collier, Sherwood v. -~_-._------ 14 
Collins v. Smith _....-------_--- 109 
Collins, 8. v. ~----.---.--.----- 70 
Collingwood yv. Brown ___-*----106 
Comrs., Barksdale vy. —..-..----- 93 
Comrs., Board of Education v.__111 
Comrs. v. Comrs._-.-~_--____-- 95 
Comrs. v. Comrs....-_---------- 101 
Comrs., Long v. ~~--~------- ue AG 
. COmrs, “PMC Vi. eewssoecseceue 94 
Comrs., Wiseman v. —~-_.------- 104 
Comron vy. Strandland______ ~~ 103 
Connelly, White v. -----------~- 105 
Cooper, Gray Vv. --_-.----------- 65 
Coppersmith, 8. v. ------------- 88 
Goor v. Smith ._.._.-.----_--- 107 
Coor v. Spicer._---.----------- 65 
Corpening vy. Kineaid____-_-~- -. 82 


ALAAAAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAALAAALAAAALAAAAAAZ 


oye enenor lel enero elojoletore) oj ohele ele ercyeieleloyepel el oneuevelonmietoveiole le etohelolaieleerere 


- “e “se ~“ . “ ! 
“ my “e “ we “ i] Na ‘ee 4 “e “ Ne “ “ “e ad “ ad “ “= 7 “ Ne ~~ J id ~~ = “ “e ~“ a ~“ “ “e a rd “ - ad “ ~“ id a “ 


N. 


N. 
N. 
N. 


BOR ar tte 3 eat ee 428 
Ug ples ae Lae ea 407 
ina al yD ee See 594 
AB ese a ia ee eet 393 
aT. ees ee Ce eee nae 428 
GOS este Stee ee Sake 734 
DIG icc ee eee 535 
7] eee RT nO Ae ER ne 694. 
OTe = eae acl Shee eet 252 
7 7 ee ee 291 
75 ee ee ie eee ee oe 621 
BT 22cts ios oe werk eee 660 
5 5 ae ee ee aL eee 7 
| | a ae ne oe me 8, 346 
DAO ae A 8 Se ah se Ee 480 
51 (nk ee ne 427 
Bisset ek Bate eee ee 257 
Bia tide ase essere eee toe! 388 
Ves eee Sl 15 
2 ee EN ge eer eed eS 393, 510 
rf: eee ae ee nO ees Senne 213 
10s yee eee eda a a ee 212 
ee RE EE 125 
990 Son eee eee s ae eceestl 530 
P50 ee i eee ee 166 
BOW ari csias at. ede ane ee 511 
i Co eae en a ae nT IE 201 
De Shoes tote hereto een eek 101 
DAS Sia eh, tolled ee 553 
1 a Ee i One eee 409 
G50 a tee ee eee hoe 470 
OIG Shee re oe Bees 693 
7) a eee oe eT 428° 
Mss BN Se BS ot eis 647 
BG ae ae ete ee 310 
Oi Date te hat te Bag £3, Aedes Se 490 
5 <1 | ane a a a Ral TOE 200 
AG on acetates Se paar ot se 409 
7 et I Ds ca 691 
1 | Pe ae 8311 
NF se oN ee ee 385 
sy b= eae ee a ee eee 385 
See eT ne ce 383. 
DOO terete tet ae ee 426 
1 (2 ee a TE ey Yee ee ee 388 
7 3 eee oceans ee REE Genesee ene ee 700 
OBO 4a Se Mt ae a tetas 277 
1 | ane Ma ED 858 
OA ps ag ee A en eee 259 
Ne ee eee 173 
15. ee eee ete eS ete ee 634 
7G) | Eee Rees Dhavaer 435 
AW 2 eet ers nae 493, 499 
DOO as eee ent eo 469 


CASES CITED 


Corpening, Lowdermilk v. --~-- 92 


Corporation, S. v. ~-~-~------__- 114 
Cossack v. Burgwyn__.-----.~- 112 
Costin, Baxter v. ~---.--------_- 45 
Cotton, Mayho vy, ~--~.--------- 69 
Cox v. Brookside__..--____.__- 76 
COR WU OX eee he ei a 84 
‘Cox,, Puller’. -o2 eens oleae 101 
Credle, Spencer vy. --.----.----- 102 
Crews y. Crews____-_.-__--.-- 64 
Crouse, So Ver cotecceM ee eke 86 
Cruise, Cheatham v. ~_.---...--- 81 
Culberson, Edwards v, ~-~--_~_- 111 
Cummings vy. Huffman ________ 113 
(Cuttie: APY Ve aoel ow oo eee 103 
Curtis v. Piedmont Co, ---.-- 109 
Dalton; Sov. avis 101 
Daniel, MceCulloh v. _.--~--~~- 102 
Darden v. Steamboat Co. ---__- 107 
Davidson v. Alexander_.__.__~_ . 84 
Davidson v. Arledge._------__ 97 
Davis v. Parker_.....--_--_._. 69 
DAVIS Os V5 eee Sotelo 23 
We6awon, 107 eo e oe oe ee 105 
Debnam: Si Vi esdeedecousecass 98 
‘DeCourey v. Barr____.------__- 45 
Dellinger, Carson v. .-.--.--___ 90 
“Denmark v. R, R.-.-~--___-- __-107 
‘DeRossett, Ashe v. ~_-~-.---___ 50 
' Detrick, Capehart vy. ~.---.--_-- 91 
“Devereux v. MceMahon___--. __ 102 
Dew, Noville y. ~~~ 94 
DICK Se Vi. ete ok eee eee 60 
Dives, Clark Vi ocho ates 28 
D1iX0Ry Be Vi weesetesleedotGe: ris) 
Donnelly v. Wilcox_..------_-~ 113 
Douglas Vi BscRissoou ce eel. 106 
Douglass, Wallace v. ~~--~--___ 105 
Doyle vy. Brown___--___.--~_-___ G2 
_Drake vy. Drake____-__________-_ 82 
Drake, Foreman y. ~__------__- 98 
WYGKG, “Sy. Wi. ata ee oo se 82 
“Dugger v. MeKesson______.____100 
‘Dugger v. McKesson. ____.___ 100 
‘Duke vy. Markham__.. ~-______ 105 
Dunean, Carter v. ~-._--~-__ i. 84 
Durden vy. Simmons____-----_--~ 84 
Durham y. Bostic... ~~. __ - (2 


N. 


OQ 


AAZAAAAAAAAAAAAD 
eKelojelololaloroleloekorote 


7 


Zz 


epoRonodoRoNoVodosololololololololololelolololelolotototoLelole 


AALAAAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAALAAALAL 


xiv 


Co ee ae ee aera ee eee 469 
3 a ne ne Se CT 631 
Ogee cet ciatoue ete eet 158 
Dae eal ine ea ED 274 
POO ake eat seme cee 425 
cy Cee ra eRe eterna Oe 364 
1 eee eee nae Dae 98 
1s Lt eee Ronin a ene ree en 694 
(er Se ae ne oes 21 
BAG ies seen lb et on thor yen 316 
BIT ieee ut ieee aan BOS 
i a ence cee inae 393, 510 
7 ee nel eee 405 
71 ae EE 505 
DO ers aks aud noe ae 62 
BOS eile ark Gece een 297 
CeO Sacer ee 654 
301! een ee ee 544 
7 pe ke a ee 257, 310 
BO eye tite ah ahh ore 180 
Ohler alta ua ne One ame cites 166 
Q71__ en Ciiet ae ae tee 439 
1 CRE ean aD) COE 679 
(Dee aes ee ene ee een 652 
(Deen re RI een CMe RE are 685 
DM eke Sec tone see hones 257, 309 
DOG eae a ce 694 
WOO soar pe tects dere aera ate 510 
DOG os hice (hatha 50 
2 CEE Cae Ore 407 
DEF fete Caen toh Sid 310 
rt eon neta enn Aare 407 
Ae soe ht Se aca 668 
{sen a ae On 166 
7 | ae ee a an eae 649 
2) a eee Sane 393 
er eee ere nia aa 610 
7 aren eiiene ne teen 391 
2 lee ee EIR ACO 252 
7: ECE a et eee Re OTD 111 
21 anne ae CDR 447 
=: Se CONE 7 Te 628 
Dates ed enh tee Sah 62 

NA ROE ae me Ane 512 

| 5 ane ne 257, 310 
71 (a en ieee aan 8, 346 
{5 pg Se OI 368 
Oe ee anata tt 189 


¥ 


CASES CITED 


GCASOeeecnoooooceo 


Pd “ “a “ ~~ “ “ “ee bd ~ ~~ ~~ = i) “e “eo « 


‘> “e » bead “e = “ “ ~~ s “ “a ~“ we Deed “= “ aT “= “a “ “ “ 


eo. 

Edwards v. Culberson__----~-~- 111 N. 
Edwards, McMillan v. —.------- 75 N. 
Hdwards, S. Vv. ---22.-—--~---=-- 110 N. 
Edwards v. Thompson____------ 71 N. 
FBigenbrun v. Smith-----.------ 98 N. 
Elford, Turner v. ~------~------ 58 N. 
Mlick.. So Vi nesses eee esse 60 N. 
Ellington, S. v. ~--------~------ 29 N. 
BHlliott, Felton v. ---~---------- 66 N. 
Elliott, Lowe v. —-.------------107 N. 
Ply vy. Bush__.---.--...---.-~-- 89 N. 
Bmery v. R. R.---------------- 102 N. 
Epps v. Flowers_---_-- Facia ertceestes 101 N. 
Erwin v. Lowery_-_---~--~------ 64 N. 
Etheridge, Gwathney v. —~------ 99 N. 
Wylie). Ss Vi -ecassasdene Slee 108 N. 
Express Co. v. R. R.-~-------~-- 111 N. 
F 

Fairley v. Priest_._._------~----- 56 N. 
_ Faison v. Bowden__~----------- 72 N. 
Farmer, King v. ~-~----------- 88 N. 
Farmer, Patton v. -_------------ 87 N. 
Farmer, Ward vy. ~----------~-- 92 N. 
Farmer v. Willard__------~--—- TD N. 
Farrar, Mayo v. ----~----~------ 112 N. 
‘Farrar, S. v. —.-~------------- 104 N 
Farrell v. R. R.----_---__------102 N. 
Farrier vy. Houston_--------~~ 95 N 
Felton ¥. Eliott_..u2.22...--=- 66 N. 
Ferebee v. Hinton _...-__-----~- 102 N. 
Ferguson y. Kinsland_-~-—-~---- 938 N. 
Fertilizer Co. v. Reams___----~- 105 N. 
Finch v. Ragland_._----------- 17 N. 
Finley, Gordon v. -~----~------- 10 N. 
WFinley v. Hayes_.----------~-- 81 N. 
- Fisher, Scott v. ~-------------- 110 N. 
Flaum v. Wailace_______----~-- 108 N. 
Fleming, 8. v. ---- beth ne wee Ot aN 
Fleming v. Stroley__----------- 23 N. 
Flinchum, McCanless v. -------- 89 N. 
Flora v. Robbins______-__-_------ 93 N. 
Flowers, Epps v. —~------------~ 101 N. 
Follette v. Insurance Co._-~---- 110 N. 
Forbes v. Shepherd__---.------ 98 N. 
Tord. V.. Re Rises ee 53 N. 
WOre¥.. ct. Witenes see cos enenie 101 N. 
Foreman v. Drake. ~----~----~-- 98 N. 
Foster, Clement v. .--~--------- 38 N. 
Foster v. Hackett___--_-------- 112 N. 
Foundry Co. vy. Killian_-___.---- 99 N. 
Francis vy. Wilson_.----------- 74. N. 


nonanacaaaanacacananansaeaesoaagaa 


4 
<4 


“ .- ad “ “ “ee “ J “ “se 


21. a Oe ree Ore re 405 
| oe ee eee eee 75, 408 
1h ee Nene 663 
De ee a ee 72 
FY a na ats elena pe 100 
|: ee ee Ee oes 404 
ae eee tne ireer eee 734 
ea erate mee 691 
1: ae eee emer 313 
Al. Enea eae eet eee 54 
ieee lee eeeeaase 311 
B00 sia sets ie ea 510 
|: Se eee ae 158 
ee aes apeieme emer 435, 483 
5G Eee eee Tony ee renee 146 
4 eae ee ee 688 
7; ee oe RE ER Pant a tee 220 
BO ete ene ee 304 
Ate oe panctohic ae lane 342 
7 ae WEE Boe Serre 75 
| ne ee i ees eee 113 
tn Sto eee eee etme eee 544 
7) en ae ne oelce = ae 643 
(nna Sane arene 18, 19 
(1) Sa a Pe en ener ar 658 
BOQ od opiate cease clea 38 
ay fee oh eee 167 
iL), ee ede steve no en cree Re 318 
ean ene 257 
a Gace a ole ate ee 358 
7 ee eee ee eee ree 158, 221 
1 ea Caer ene meee 110 
Po i Ee cece ae ans a 346 
nit: en eae ene ne 358, 408 
Oe hate et 8 
DOG tant da eh rca 354 
$05 (009 )axo2ce seco se sus 667 
5 ee IE ne ea 426 
Ohi een ele eae 141 
Te See Sn anne te 425 
st: eee een om nec 158 
7 (eMC es eee Resreneesete  ee 368 
Qc se ee oct 8, 846 
2 eaten ne eee cel eric Eee 52 
71 | Ce Beet ied nN secre 588 
7 Ae eerese a arene 447 
DAO wah Sa cei ied eae Dees 101 
BG tea cee actos pense Bly 
+ 1) Re ee eee 176. 
BOGS acetone ai Slo oe eee ae 111 


CASES CITED 


m4 
<4 
| end 


Frank, Branch y. ~~--._---_-~ Sl WNC. ASU scene veeecest seusseicce es 476 
WYrank; 8: Ve qesecoso a oaseetes 50 N. GC, DOs sais ben Sea ae 668 
Fraps, Womble y. ~----_.---__- oO ING Oy BOS ea ee ee ori 484 
Freeman v. Person _-._.___.-__ VOG NGOs, Zoho OA oe eee 259 
Freeman, 8. Ve cesson tence 89 N.C., 469_______.-2.--_.---_L__ 640, 646 
Fremont, Southerland v, ____..- 100 NGG. 066 soc nGe Bole teteuee colts 294 
French, Si V.. scence ceeuceoss TOD NWO: eee oe ee eee eee 682. 
Froneberger v. Léwis_...___...-_. 79 N.C., 426_-..---------+-----_------- 273. 
Fry vy. Currie____.__.-._- peat kach LOSING 3) 208 Secea sees cde sero sectecces 62 
Bulghum: (Spier vy. 2osso2<202-52 567 NeGy. 18sec. eee ok 697 | 
Fullenwider v. Roberts_____-___ 2ORIN YC 20 ee ee reo tet aceees 378 
Willer: Vie COX sas os seo oes ee 101. Ne Ciy IV 6 ec ae ee eee ee 694 
G&G 
Galloway, Hardy v. ~-_.._--__- PURO C5010 esc oe ee eee ee 525 
Garner, Moore v. —--_-__._-___- HOD IN O38 yy OE ces ee Soe ee 459 
Garmel, Se Vie ee TOBIN eC pho a Se oh ae hk 690 
OTE, 5 ee oe 107 N. a (7a eo 639 
Gatlin v. Tarboro. 2 -2__ 78 N. DO 2 ee Fe 699 
Gay, Ballard v. ~-----.___----- 108 N. OAPs DEO ee ho 40 
Gay, Stancill v. --_---____-_--- 92 N. GOO celts oe one oe anos 393 
Gaye Va ee 94 N. oC: eae ee ee SER Re a 212 
GeOrgé; B.¥e as oe eee 50 N. Oe See Soa eee Ne oe 627 
Gibson v. Barber. ._-_______ TOO NGO NO? see eee eco es eee 273 
Giles v. Hunter___________-_ 103 N. DAL ees ea ee ee 188 
Glenn v. Bank_._--_--______ ihwdod Coe NG O26 22 ka ue eS eo She eee 75 
Glenn Vv; Bank=4 2-2, ON OO ae re ee 490, 492, 497 
Godwin, S. v. .-_-----.---_-__. Oe INGOs ON ee Se ee eee: 695 
Goff v. Pope__-__-------_-.--- _. 83 .N. estate eee eee oa eae 140 
GOOCH TB. We ete ht es 94 N. OB iste ete See ia 733, 734 
Goodson, Keener v. -~.~------_- 89 N. Dio sSee eS eae eee a 21, 156 
Gordon v. Collette___________ «107 N. DO 2s ees ee See oot 310 
Gordon v. Finley... 10 N. DOO oa cee ee Soe te . 346 
Gore v. Townsend__________-___105 N. DOG te thas see eco 7 
Graham, Henderson v. ____-_--- 84 N. BOG pe eee ee 510 
Graham vy. Houston._______..___ 15 N. 202 Seecs owes eae toot eeaon ss 69 
Grandy, Kitchen v. ~-.---_-____ 101 N. oS PR en ce eee eae Pa a 407 
Grant v. Hughes__-_-__________ 94 N. 25 9 ee re ae Nee ers et art 108 
Grant, -Pueh Vico ssescccc4 ets 86 N. OU eves ee eoe eee cael cas 480 
Graves, Atkinson v. --.--__~--- 91 N. Once slis cae selene Geteees 23 
Gray v. Armistead_._-_..-_____ 41 N. te ee Sea ewe eee 202 
Gray v. Cooper__-L_--.---_--_- 65 N. US ats a ee to 173 
Gray, McBride v. -----_____-_-- AA INO B00 eee ie hese see e to 342 
Greenleaf v. R. R..-_~-____ mas 91 N. 3 ne Rae ee a ee a 343 
Greenlee, Ainsworth v. ~-__-..-- 7 N. 1 || ee ane or ae SOG tr rare 461 
Greenlee, Yancey ys. 2o22.--.2 00 NvO., Silscccslsssceses-sencce kee 520 
Griffin, Mobley v. ----..-_.__-__-104 N. gE £2 ane ee ated ene Og 428, 530 
Grissom, Allen vy. —---~-------- 90 N. QO ose wee eee eet etc etead 101 
Grizzard, Hannon v. -----_----- OO Ni Og dip seoecousaessouRSouleeetae 428 
Gudger v. Baird______-___------ 66 N. ADB ok eee eee eee 153 
~~ GUpPtOny. (Se. Vi wee eee ee 30 N. Ot Vet ote eal eee Wee 632 
Gwaltney vy. Timber Co.__.._---- 111 N. OFT 4 eee ea ee 239 
Gwathney v. Etheridge_______- - 99 N. Dieses ae eee Sete Soe 146 


CASES CITED 


H 
Hackett, Foster v. ~----------- Ae IN Oy OAD ae ee eee se 519 
Hahn, Harrison vy. —~~---_~----_- GON @. 26262 tet oe Ae ss oe 23 
Halford, 8. Ve cscceeseccnclbesee 104 NC, Si tese ss kent eheteneee Se 647 
Halyburton, Cobb y. ---------_- OF N70 602 ee ere eee Stet sa 470 
Halyburton v. Harshaw__.- G65. NU Os, “SSL ene ees oe 45 
Hamilton, McMinn y. ~___--___ TE INGO y B00 se cce este ees 27 
Hamlin v. Tucker__.--_--_---__ N22 0G OU 2see ewes tame suseccek cess 75 
TRANG. Si Ve ee WONG 00 se a ee ea pe 714 
Hannon vy. Grizzard_______ po Saa: IN ae ee i ee 428 
Harding v. Long__-__- ee eee TOS NC. Be eoee a See eee es 403 
Hardy v. Galloway__--___._-____ TELL. Nos Ol See eee eee She bees 525 
Mardy Vs HOW oes ee BA NO, 601 a ee ee 18, 19 
Hardy v. Simpson___...-__-~__ So ONO ee ie ee ee 100 
Harris v. Alden____-.____-____ IOAN Ci, 2B0teeeeee eee ee 352 
Harris, Bank: Ve 2.524255 52405 84 NC... 20G sae sie sbew sche See TS 
Harris, Bank Vi222hece 2.52525 OG NiC. 21S soe oe eoe oe eee 182 
Harris v. Jones_____--______~_- Sa IN Oe Sl Cree te he 352, 355 
‘Harris, Scott v. __.-----.----_- TON. ©. DOR en eo Oe toes ie 346. 
EIAGTIS. So We se et ee 106 N.C., 682, 687 --....----._-_- eaten 647 
Harris; Tddy Ve s2cce82 2 eee LOL NGC. DOO oe ee a ee 200 
Harris, Woodlief v. --------~__ OF IN Oe ae eee eos ee 146, 352 
Harrison v. Hahn. ~~___-.-___ DON Gee, 8 ae oe ee 23 
Harrison, SiVe sucess see en IOAN, Oy 2825 Sooo eee eee 658 
Harshaw, Halyburton vy. ~----~~--. GS NOs SB ass rete see eo aos oboke 45 
Hart, McNeely vy. _-_--_--.--~_- DO IN Oy 40s eee re eee ee eee os 461 
Hassell v. Latham_---__----~__ “02 No Oy $0022 25..28 ese ee eee See D8 
Hawkins, Boyd y. __--____--~__ EC NC 19 a aot Se ee Gee cece kee 273 
Hawkins y. House___~_____-~_- GON 3 084 eee ee ec es 317 
Hawkins v. Long___----_---__- TAN GG 161 ee et eee renteeyencc 29 
Hayes, Finley v. ~._--_------_- Se ONGC, OGG. ecactenGela eects 358, 408 
Haywood, S. v. ~~---~------~-- 591 La, © Fees 1 5 eae ge a en Re RP ee 734 
Heeerie. vy. Hill 22222 clon Scls Oo Ne Oi Ue Bo beat ee 75 
Hellen, Clark v. ~----.---~-~-- 2S NeG@e Oot no ee 511 
Hemphill ‘Wir Moore sack). os | 104 NIC. S19 est oe ees ee 434: 
Henderson y. Graham_________- SEIN. C., 400 a6 oe eube sere tee eotaes 510 
Henderson y. Shannon ____-_-___ 2 NA A rere a eee ae 4.94. 
Henderson y. Shannon___.--___ ae INGOs, De ee ee eee as 499 
Hendricks v. R. R.-_--__-__-__- TOE N:; Os G28 ceessoewecosetecanieed eed 599 
Henry, Rollins v. ~----.-__--__- TO AN Cs en 21 
Hensley, SicVe oseoees-bceese ous UE INGO OO levecsee ces ele ceuconeasea 718 
Hensley, 8. v. ~-.------------- ne a | | 777 ni ro ee 732 
Herndon, Se Vi 22 eee ee BOT IN, 05. (004 sone Soa cea ee 671 
Hicks v. Bullock ____-.____--___ SHO IN Os Go eh et Se, 545 
en iy Rs Rea ew TN ON AOS B80 565 
Hill v. Charlotte____-.___---__- TON Oy OPsenccoueeboseeece eee woe. 888 
Hill, Heggie v. —._---.-_--_-__- rotS Males Bec, Gane: | 5 eee a at ope a area v5) 
Hines, Killebrew v. ~~--------- 104 N. Cig 162228 eesti ee 449 
Hines, Loftin v. —..--..._--__-- VOTING C 32800 556 aoe ee et Eel 448 
Hinkle vy. R. BR. -___-_-. 1OS IN: CA oe es ee 570 
Hinton, Ferebee: v.. 22.c-2-42=.- 102 LN Oss). DOsen oc eeece seeks ae 257 
Hinton . Whitehurst.2.2.--- “Tl Nis “Bi sc5 242252 oo ks nn ke. 119 
Hobbs v. Outlaw___-.------__- DLN GOs Dl tea See owes Seen ees 6668 


113—2 : xvii 


CASES CITED 


Hodges v. Armstrong_--_-__--~- 14 


Hodges, McNeill v. ~-..-----_-- 83 
Hodges, McNeill v. ----------_- 105 
Hodges, Robeson vy. ~-_--_------ 105 
Holden, University v. ----_-____ 63 
Holding v. Holding____________ 4 
Holland, S. v. ~~ -~--~-_---_- 83 
Holly, Hardy v. —~-----....-_____ 84 
Holmes v. Holmes__.2-_~-_____ 86 
Hopkins v. Bowers___~-.~-_--- 111 
Hopper v. Justice______________ 111 
Horn: Vi HOM ans ec 31 
Hornthall v. Burwell_______-__ 109 
Hoskins, S. vy. ~---------_______ 77 
House, Hawkins v. __------__-- 65 
Houston, Farrier v. -~-__-_-___- 95 
Houston, Graham y. ~~_--_____- 15 
Howell v. Tyler______.-__.__-- 91 
Howerton v. Lattimer _________ 68 
Hudson v. Jordan.______-______108 
Hudson v~ Jordan_____-___.____ 108 
Huffman, Cummings y. ~~ ---__- 118 
- Hughes, Grant v. -_-_- Soa 94. 
Hughes vy. Boone______-_______ 102 
Hull v. Carter. 0-88 
Humphrey, Thompson v. —-__~_- 83 
Hunter, Giles v. ~~~ -~--__-___ 103 
Hninter; S.-Vi case ed 106 
HMuntley oS). Ve chee eeua se eaee 91 
In re Deaton.___.____--______- 105 
Ins. Co., Benson vy. —~~------_- 111 
Ins. Co., Follette v. ~..--______ 110 
Intendant v. Sorrell_-_._______ 46 
Jackson v. Buchanan__________ 89 
Jackson v. Jackson___--_______ 105 
Jackson v. Love ______________ 82 
Jackson v. McLain___.-__-____ 90 
Jacobs, S. v. ~.---_----------__. 51 
Jacobs, 8S. v. ~~---_____~.-_____108 
Jenkins v. Jenkins_____________ 96 
Jenkins v. Peace______~..-_____- 46 
Jenkins, 8S. v. --------__-_-_... 78 
Johnson, Moody v. —~_~-~-______ 112 
Johnson, Osborne vy. ___.-______ 65 
Johnson, 8. v. ------------ 109 
Johnson, S. vy. ~---~___---_~-__- 94 
Johnson, 8S. v. ~----__----____~ 94 


Johnson, 8. vy. ~---------_---_- 48 


On eect cea eS eee ee Ret lee 200 
IN CO te oe Bes, Geeta 111 
NOGs Booher et 398, 409 
IN Oy, A9 2s 2 fee eee eee ol! 893 
Nee 410 23ers oo i ee 385 
1 ie: Bye, ene ac ve ek are re a ore 3 
ONGC O29 east eee eet ee 714 
I @ es (2 9 eet ge ee 18, 19 
NO, DOD cated ie ie ee 457 
INS Oe 7 ss ee ee 15 
DN A Sh Ne ee 310 
NOs © QO ee tt 426 
INC, esa Soe oe Co ts 255 
IN Os 50 Soe ree cine 609 
IN GIA oe aie eee aes 317 
DO ph (pea oa ent Peter a 167 
IN cr ek ese  Z 69 
0 see ee 303 
IN esis od Na ts ce DDT 
Is,” aires th aed eee ns tee 212 
IS) Sie a a a 324 
i 2 | (erate Ter 505 
IN 28 Di es i ae Sete aoe, 108 
(ie se 5 (an a OO 287 
ON NO se cs eee 480 
NO 41 G2 eee 287 
IN Cyl OF oe ee eas 188 
NGOs WOU. Bete Se eee 733 
Shae @ a 5 7 Ge eee on a ROE 634, 637 

I 
IN OA. 0s ee cn ie ae 652 
ING gi a eB 368 
IN CBU te eee Btn Se 368 
NEOe. AOS sae ttn eo ee ee ee 702 
J 
Neg. 4p eh eee es Se 3 
IN Oi 438 ase ee She tee ee 366 
IN OA ey i ee ee 535 
Ce Om cy: eee ee nS eee nen eres 510 
INO 26 tae a 15 
INA i OO so Se ea a Se 688 
ING 204 ea Be eee oe) cts 244 
ON Cig A Nip i ee ne ein eae es 141 
TiN CN” 7 < ea ea OIE ee ge 641 
NO y (OSes see eor eects eta "244 
ING 5 OG kee oe tera Lee eke: 601 
INGO BOD tee so os hers ot 41, 268 
IN 0 ODA, cote a OS es oe 624 
ING Cy SOO as ti ae ee 634, 637 
INO DOG Ss sae 4 ea et Se est a ts _ 134 


CASES CITED 


Johnston, Williams v. —~--_-~..-- 94 
Jones: ¥,) Oallijc oS. ce 93 
Jones, Harris v. 2-__----__---_-_ 838 
Jones, Rankin y. ~--_~__-_-____ 5d 
SONGS. 6. Ve eee eee ee 82 
Jones: So. Ve secueset eee 101 
Jordan, Brantley v. _--.-_-_-- 92 
Jordan, Hudson vy. ~~ _ ~~ ~W..-_-_ 108 
Jordan, Hudson y, ~__~~_-----_- 108 
Joyee, Matthews v. ~~~ ~---_-- 85 
Joyner v. Massey.__-:-___----_ 97 
POVNET, Su Vs Ge seewed ces 81. 
Justice, Hopper vy. _-_----__.--- 111 
Keener vy. Goodson______--__.__. 89 
Keeter, S. v. ----- ee re ete 80 
Kemp v. Kemp____---__-______ 85 
Kesley v. Mauney_._- --__._-- 89 
Kidd v. Venable. --.___--___ 111 
Kidder v.. McIthenny________.__ 81 
Kiff v. Weaver__.___--____.-__ 94 
Killebrew v. Hines_..____._____ 104 
Killian, Foundry Co. v..---—-~- 99 
Kincaid, Corpening v. ~--.-_-__ 82 
King, Christianbury v. ~~ -__- 85 
King v. Farmer___..--__..--- 88 
Kone -Ve dee Rice eee cee 112 
King, Simpson vy. —~_~---~_---~- 36 
Kinsland, Ferguson y. —~----~~-~ 93 
WIPED, 5s Vic maeceeeewee eke 24 
Kirkpatrick v. Rogers___-..---. 41 
Kitchen v. Grandy__-__-_.__-_- 101 
Kitchie, Overeash v. ---------~- 89 
Kittrell, West v. ----___--_-_-_. 8 
Koonce, 8. v. ~----.----- eet 108 
Kornegay v. Steamboat Co._____ 107 
Kron: vy, Smitha. 222-2226 96 
Ladd v. Adams_.-._---__--__-- 66 
Lane, Shepherd yv. —~-_~-- aiden ts 18 
Lane, Sheppard v. -------.----- 13 
Lassiter v. Lassiter__...._-_--- 92 
Lassiter, McCoy v. ~»---------- 94 
Latham, Hassell vy. -----_------ 5 
Lattimer, Howerton vy. ~-.-.--- 68 
LAWhOrMn, Bs Vesasecsoses cece 66 
Lawing v. Rintels_____._______-_ 97 
Lawrence vy. Norfleet.___.._._- : 90 
Deak Sy Veseseabeee ee 80 
Leathers v. Morris__.___..-___-- 101 


ALBAAALAR AAA A 
anaaaaaaaaae 


~ “ “ “eo “ we “ee T “ “ “ <e 


ep oleropeloronoisioleo ele 


baad bad “e “ “e bl “ “ 7 “ we “ “a 


A. 


ALAAAZAZAAZALZAZAAZAZAAZAAAZALAAA 
wPosetolotereoolotoloiololoyolovolatoleyoro 


we “= “eo ~~ “o “ ™“ “ ~~ “ ) “ee “= “ “ea “ee rd “ “ “ “ “« we 


7. 


‘s 
pale 
4 


2 eee ee ee meer B77 
Pete Sea at 159, 268, 504 
3 | eee ieee ee 352, 355 
[ee Ce ee eer: | 
|) eee kee ee Sere Ree 640 
(i: Se eee en veneer eee 719 
5 eee ee eT NTS O77 

DO ted tier ee ie oe 212 

be ee Re mre re 324 
|: Aaa See RANE LN 21 
|, ee ed nena Ree Oe 93 
50) eae nee ene mL enter alt 705° 
ob: en ee eee Rice 310 
ee ear 21, 156 
| | ea ee See a ee 643 
7) [en ee a er ae ee ee RCTS 18 
1c Se e e aaa ernee er 287 
Gb ck ecclesia 310 
c 2: en ee ne een eer 291 
1 a naar Stree eee ner 535 
1) eee Sie ere aioe 449 
31 | Aa Ne a ee re aS 176 
P| eee ae Ee enero 469 
| RL eee ee ea 530 
OD re eit 75 
2 |: oe ane See Se 25 

sf eee one eRe meee ce 126 
OO leat esate 358 
71; ea ee eRe ener a 735 
| arene Wied len cnr 305 

| ee aoe Ek eee ema 407 
1.) ae Sale PA tcp eae 520 
7s Sena aa pee eh ato 27 
{eae anon ee 685 
PAG echonte ial oa sian g 311 
ict ea EO need eat 169 
i” Eh eet ane eee eee nate 469 
[| See ee Ae ee raaiacemes 3 
| | ae PENG Pa ee 511 
2) eR nena Sun 434. 
|) ERR Oe enero eeee De 268 
|, Se ee OR et ar ae 358 
{| alia este te ONG one reine OE 557 
Sn es ee OE eI 627 
| a ae oe ES ae 444 
Boe tee Se tee ee etl 93 
7: Se eens oe ee en 676 
=) ae eer ae eines cP 280 


CASES CITED 


e 

Lee v. Moseley______-_.------- DOT Nw ck ee ee see oes 427 
Leggett, Baker v. ------------- DS Ne Os, h30F 235.58 ae Sa eee eee 427 
Lewis, Froneberger v. ~~-.-_--- COIN Oss, 20 nh fete oh 273 
Lewis v. Mobley....--.--------- 20 NAC. AG lo wht ee ee eS 471 
Ti@WiS. Si Wee i a Oa ING Obes a oo ee ee Sa ee 212 
Liles v. Rogers______-_---.---- IN Og SO ets ee en a et 389 
Ijlly, ‘Oates Vx 2222-22 BA ING Oy Ait Se Ss ee es Ss 293 
Dilly: vs “Pa ylotaccet oh ee OS NGOs Seo esc case Sates eecaeease ace 383 
Lineberger, Bank v. ~_-------.- 83 N.C. 454. AGB oe oe eee ee eee 8, 491 
Lipscomb, Ray vy. -------------- 4S ING On SOs o se fo Soe S Seo seen soe 668 
uittle. ¥,. Berryessoseckseeucece A NS OA as ate 548 
Lioyd. ¥., Lloyd see oe eee 113 Ne Oe POO ssi teceel ese eee 543 
Locke: ¥;--ANGres -csc2c.o6 25 20 NO AU a oes eee see oscalEss 132 
Lockhart vy. Lockhart._________ 516 el en Paes |) ee Oe 117 
Lockhart v. Phillips__._-------~- DON Oe ee eee ee ee ee 202 
Loftin vy. Hines___-___-______-- TOG No Ge 8602s eee ee 448 
Long v. Comrs,--_.-------..--- TONG Oi es i i oe ae 388 
Lone; Hardie Vo sac. 02-2 64 RO ING Niet ee eee eS 403 
Long, Hawkins vy. ~---~----_-~- 14 NSCS (S lewtwe ees aloha eee os 29 
Loney “OxT0rd 2 se 104 NO 408 seco each eee eees 343 
LGN e. De Ne. alee tie ee ee D2 INO. 2a ee ee oh Ne 676 
Long v. Walkers. i 225-2-2.22- TORN Cs. D0ssetetececse eters 426, 548 
Long vy. Wailker__.__._._______ TOG NS Cs Oh 469 
Love, Jackson vy. ~-------..--_-- Bo Ne Oi AO ie a ei es a ag ssa 9) 
Love, McMillan v. --___-.-____-- To NO. AS Se2 oe tn et 451 
Lowdermilk y. Bostie_.-__--__~- OS IN 6g 200 =o oa oe ee ee oes 354 
Lowdermllk y. Corpening______ Oe Nig Oa yb es he yc a a et 469 
Lowe v. Blliott__._____-________-_ HOT Nis (Shes, catoe close ses ekee se 54 
Lowery, Erwin vy. ~------------ G4 NOs G2 bese ees oi 435, 4838 
Lueas, Purber Vy ensue lec os WOT SN Gy Oe tewe tee dee ee ee 316 
Eucas; -Punler Vi sacccececeeses 12 ING Cee eee eee ee es 447 
Budwick: 8. VV. uceachaosscc css at ey" gk eee 0 1 MSSp a nn ee re py 692 
Eunsterd,.-S;. Vo eeerucstecesees BN Os O20 ke oe 680 
Lutterleoh, Bank v. _-.---__-___- SUNT Op tec asta s esse 493, 495, 497 

M 
Mace v. Ramsey____-______-_-- TACNSOS:  Ales a. Sede oe ae 51 
Marek: v2.) Verblesa... 2 = 42's ho INS Gio, Bea tee ee Sse eee 173 
Markham, Duke y. ____-______- TOS. NG Bolero ot ek ae ain 257, 810 
Marr, Patton vy. --.--_--__- ftp ON Ay Ot (ene ea mse ots ea 358 
Marshall, Bullinger vy. _-_______ WO. NOC), O20 sceivemen wdeooceeaasees Do4 
Mason y. Williams. __._______ OB. IN: Cs, OG A so se  eees 238 
Massey v. Bellisle__.___._.____ Bt ON OG (Oo de sie a ceee ee souwas 530 
Massey, Joyner vy. ____-___~____- OT IN Og WS he ie le gl oe Wp 
IVER SSOY is oe ie tO IN aera 8 ee ek 644 
Matthews v. Joyce ____-_____-__- SING Soy) Becca be eet Se eee re ok 21 
Mauney, Kesley vy. ~.---_-~___- By Nie Cisg a OO coe os ae aoe 287 
Mayho v. Cotton------.--._-_-- GO IN Oe ai ete a te ae ed 425 
Mayo; Battle y. 2<accccs--con. NOZ IN Oi, ANB eon i ee 221, 3824 
MayoOcy.. Farrar s so-so VA NGO “CGseceeee cee boas fee code 18, 19 
Mayo v. Telegraph Co... __._-_ AT NY GOA eos oa 2a a he he 220 
Mazon, Si Ver sree oe Sees OO NO. CiG6 ssc ee ce ee re ee es 734 

Nes “ONeoee soto wee obey 181 


Mfg. Co., Blalock vy. _-._-_-_____ 110 


4 
b4 


CASES CITED 


Mfg. Co. v.. Brooks... 106 N.C., 
Mfg. Co. v. Simmons_________-- 97 N.C, 
McAdoo y. R. RR. ----- + 105 N.C., 
. McBride v. Gray _-u-_-__-___-_-_ 44 N.C., 
McCall v. Wilson_.__u_. 2. _ 101 N.C., 
MecCanless v. Flinchum___..--___ 89 N.C., 
McCombs, Sudderth v. ~------- 65 N.C, 
MeCombs v. Wallace____-----_- 66 N.C., 
MeCoy v. Lassiter_..---.-.--_- 94 N.C.,, 
McCoy v. Wood_.---------_--- 70 N.C, 
McCulloh vy. Daniel_-____-_-___. 102 N.C.,, 
MeDaniel vy. Allen___.._-2.__.__ 99 N.C., 
McDonald v. Carson_____--_-_- 94 N.C, 
McDonald vy. Carson_..-~_..--~- 95 N.C., 
MeDonald, Thompson y. —--.~-_ 22 N<C,,; 
McDuffie, Blue y. _-__~______ _... 44 N. G,, 
McFarland, Pureell v. ~~~ ~__-_ 23 N.C, 
Mellhenny, Kidder v. ~_____-_- 81 N.C.,, 
McIntosh, Worthy v. ~._____-_- 90 N.C., 
McKesson, Dugger vy. _-_--.---- 100 N.C., 
McKesson, Dugger v. ___---_--- 100 N.C, 
MeLain, Jackson y. ~~. ~~ __-_--_ 90 N.C.,, 
McLaurin, Breden y. __.--.--__- 98 N.C., 
McLean y. Smith___..-_____._- 106 N.G.,, 
McLeod v. Bullard__.—_..--_-____ 86 N.C., 
MeMahan y. Miller_______.__-_ §2 N.C., 
McMahon, Devereux vy, —~__-__-- 102 N.C, 
McMillan vy. Edwards____.__u__ 75 N.C.,, 
MeMillan v. Love _____________-_ 12N.O:, 
McMillan vy. School Committee__107 N. C., 
MeMinn vy. Hamilton __.._-.-___ TT Ne, 
McNeely v. Hart-__-__-__-.__- 30 N.C., 
MeN @e@ly. Si Ve joe t-se eset S<. 92 N. C., 
MeNeill v. Hodges__._________- 105 N.C.,, 
MeNeill v. Hodges____..-_-__- 83 N.C., 
MeNiCH) Bi V) Sete ee ek ete 90 N.C., 
McPhail, Parker v. _--_-_~--.-_ 102 N.C, 
Mebane, Walker vy. -----------. 90 N.C., 
Melvin v. Waddell____-_____-__ 75 N.C, 
Melvin, Willis y..-..--_________ 53 N. C., 
Meredith v. R. R.---..--------- 108 N. C., 
Miller, McMahan y. __~_-___---. 82 N.C., 
Miller: :§. %o sec 4iot oe se 97 N.C., 
VULVA Ks Am i gg 112 N.C.,, 
Miller v. Tharel_..-----___~- eer ae ee Om 
MS Se Vee Set ee ee 91 N. C., 
Mitchell, Blount vy. ~-.--------- 1N.C., 
Mitchell, Brown vy. ~________-__ 102 N.C, 
Mitchell v. Brown______--_~-.- 88 N.C., 
Mitchener, S. vy. -.----_.-__-_-_- 98 N.C., 
Mobley v.. Griffite=-oso2s.25s5% 104 N.C., 
Mobley, Lewis v. _-___---_--___ 20 N.C., 
Mobley v. Watts___-_-_--_-____-- 98 N.C., 
MONG OR Sn Ve ieee oe Se 107 N.C, 


xxi 


5 Ce ee ao 167 
1 a en ei ae I ee 268 
i (5 eee ee eee 565 
2) ee De eee 342 
DDS beta ee aed mesa 173 
ft See A are Renae Rae 141 
| sae neat an aire em eC 409 
7 2s Cece nn eee 449, 451 
Petco cia eee ae 268 
DOG sooo te steeds eas aneces 200 
BOO cats wasee henna tte 544 
Dyce nee a oe 23 
nie Rane ee oe ee Hee 252 
214 oe oe rons eNO 291 
ae ney nny SONNE nee 303 
i: | SORE ee URE Oo Rey ene: 139 
7 EN tae ie SS re men Bld 
ee ee ae ames Peeees _ 291 
1 ane need SP an eae 93 
erie bess paces niet a 62 
aa ote terial oe ees 512 
(2 ane Sn OOS ee 510 
BO hss on oa tal es ae B45 
sy eae re ree 62, 531, 601 
DU at aaphagee eatin OTe 
OI ee lee tenis ioe erates 317 
OA cee ely ata 310 
ens See ene 75, 408 
sf: Sea ee Spa ea Onn Alters 451 
GOO ek eee eh 15 
300__----------- cra haatat ches at 27 
AOD iia ieee Bt tag ayes 461 
O00 et ete er iat 657 
iy eon eae 398, 409 
(|) Sen eee Er sea 111 
Sey ae aaa st heres te late iad le 732 
| eee aes Cn en re aa 436 
725) eee ee enn ee 317 
©) ene ee a Se Cre ei 469 
BOE hate Bie era 3 
BG hers 565 
2 (oe eee ene ea EIR er tn 317 | 
DOT silent! eee aan ee 713 
if en eer nt Sa ae 734 
i: ean a eee ile 2 eee 535 
Be 1904 in Sat saree etal 721 
1 | eee eee ae me eee ie ee 461 
2) | a ke ae 100, 326, 694 
5G. ia tee oe eas eee 816 
GeO ee sce tte: 713 
sf ne Onn ea eee artes 428, 530 
21 ea Ont Re ee AS es 471, 
1 Yan eae Ee OS 310 
1 6 ene ee en mE Ee 688 


CASES CITED 


Monroe vy. Trenholm_uw -______ 112 


Moody v. Johnson._.-----_--~- 112 
Moore v. Beaman____-.-__---- 112 
Moore v. Garner.___---__-___- 101 
Moore, Hemphill y. -_-__._--_--- 104 
Moore v. Parker___.-.---_.--_- 91 
Moore, Rodgers vy. ------------- 86 
Moore vy. RK. Rica eee ee 67 
Moore v. Shieldgs___.--.________ 68 
Moore, Ss ¥.. s-ccsensses--ee2 118 
MGOOPe. i Voce ove eee seo cso 104 
Moore, 8:- ¥.. os-a2sescsececas7s- 107 
Moore vy. Vanderbury._-.--.-- 90 
Moore v. Woodward._.---_-___ 83 
Morgan v. Bank_____.~--_----~- 93 
Morgan v. Bunting_.._.------- 86 
Mooring; Bryan (Ve. ~fon-s ee ees 99 
Morrill, Whitehead vy. ~-__--__- 108 
Morris, Leathers v. ~.--._------ 101 
Morris v. Morris_.____________-__ 89 
Morrison, §. Vv. ..----..-.---u- 85 
Morrison v. Watson____------_- 95 
Morse v. Carson. --_____--_ 104 
Moseley, Lee vy. ~--_--_--------- 101 
Moye'v. Albritton____.__________ 42 
Mullis, Staton vy, ----_-___..__- 92 
Munds v. Cassidy__..__-_..-_-_. 98 
MUTTay Ss. Ve cet eS 63: 
INSGDG Os Von eee incu eee 109 
Nason, Wormell vy. ~---.----~-- 83 
Neely, Caldwell v. --.-----.--.- 81 
Nevill, Collier y. ~~. --________ 14. 
Newcomb, 8S. ¥. ~./-----.---.--. 107 
Newsom, Peebles vy. ~---------- 74. 
Nimocks, Smith vy. --_--_-----_. 94 
Norfleet, Lawrence y. _-________ 90 
Norfleet, Villines v. ---.-_--_-- 17 
Norman, 8. vy, ~----____--____-- 110 
Norwood v. R. Rv ----- ~~ 111 
Noville vy. Dew uw ~_--_______- 94 
Oates vy. Lilly_________________ . 84 
Osborne y. Johnson._..---___—. 65 
Osburn v. Wilkes_.______-_.__.108 
Outlaw, Hobbs vy. _------_______ 51 
Overby, Ruffin y. ------__-____- 105 
Outlaw, Todd vy. ~~~ ~~ ~_~_-__- 79 
Overcash vy. Kitchie_-_~-_~______ 89 
Owens v. Phelps_____-__________ 92 
Oxford, Long y. ~.-.....__.--_ 104 


A 22 


“a “ bed “ “ “ “ “ “ “ = “ee “ “ “eo “ ~~ “ Ne “eo ~~ ‘“e “eo “ee ~“e “a Ne 


Molololololololotololololololololelololotelolelololoto 


AAAAAABLZAALALALAAALAAALA 


ZA 


SOG COSC COROG 


ALAAAAAAA . 


PaQaeancaqaaa 


‘6 
s 
- 


2, Se eae eee er an eee 18 
ates tae alle reas 244 
Bea lessee elousey nas 492 
SY ec ee ene nie ees 459 
te te a ate 434 
7 § ARE: RR ENT PAE 668 
i aca han rete ete 408 
Dek teint neta eee ene 28 
ne ard ee es eae 119 
OD Eee ee 449 
(2 ee ee aa ERROR 685, 702 
7A eee ee eee atone eat we 688 
1 ae aera es rane en eee ce nS 588 
i) ee eee 407, 491, 497 
Bs feat cerca ae 27 
OL ENE 106 
Mn Sete, Let eet 390 
ae ene ee 407 
MN et Sr Sa see Kite 280 
(112 na Ian aI Ee oe 433 
i) ne ena re art 714 
(nee en eee OOP) 
7 ee A Rane eee nee 621 
1 en ener eed 427 
Boot ee ee 113 
PF Ee ee Oe En ee 469 
6 ee eee 427 
1 ee Core or ee Rem e 732 
1). Re ae ae ee ee 634 
ne toe oe eee ac 462 
MAA eet tered inhale 544 
2 | eee a ee ON ea a 490 
2 | eee ee ee mer ere 654 
7: ee ee ei ee ee Ree tae 358 
ON cnet els 2 ete ae 269° 
cc} eee ane ene 98 
1 / tee ee eI 109 
A ial iae fa ete eat Seen 281 
O96 so aetna ie aoe a a ON 
iC eee ee er aD 407 
fe ee eRe ee eee 298 
Dee sete eee Mead 601 
GGL Aiiesa tat on tet mneaeaee 190 
1, See nee ee 668 
(| eee RN ere eee 62 
| a eons eee 257, 309 
OO tate tea ee 520 
71:5 Cae OE enor 268, 504 
AG Reais se ae teoeideat 843 


CASES CITED 


Page y. Branch _____._..____-- 97 
Parker v. Allen____-________._ 84 
Parker v. Banks______~-__-_-_- 79 
Parker, Davis vy. -..----------- 69 
Parker: v... McPhail 2 2525-2. 102 
Parker, Moore v. ---.---------~- 91 
Parrish... Ve 2aseacestuesecess 104 
Pate Be Ve Se es 44 
Patrick, Blakely vy. ~..-.------- 67 
Patterson, S. v. --.---- eee Speen 24. 
Patton v. Farmer_.__—-_____-___ 87 
Ha 2 0.) 6 Gin eam: ti OS 44 
Patton v. Thompson___--...__- 55 
Peace, Jenkins v. ~-_----------- 46 
Peacock v. Scott__-__..-_______. 104 
Peebles v. Braswell__--.---_-~-- 107 
Peebles vy. Newsom____—__-____- 74 
Peebles, S. v. ---------------- 108 
Pegram, Buggy Co. v.---.------ 102 
Pemberton v. Simmons___.___—_ 100 
Pender, Abrams y. ___.--_------ 44 
Pendergrass, 8S. v. ------------- 19 
Pendergrass, 8S. v. ---.1_--.--_- 106 
Penniman vy. Alexander_____.__ 111 
Perkins: Ss. Vi fos 4 ee 66 
Perry v.. Bragg. uo22--occ.-2- 111 
Person, Freeman vy. —~-~~-~---~— 106 
Phelps, Owens v.-------~----.- 92 
Phillips, Lockhart v. ~---------— 23 
Piedmont Co., Curtis v.-___---_~- 109 
Pipkin: “Smith Vii os 5252255255 79 
Polk v. Robinson___.---_______ 42 
Pollock vy. Wilcox__._..__-__- 68 
Pool, Proctor v. —-..-_-------~- 15 
Pope, Goff v. ----------------— 83 
Porter ‘vy; Be Riceees ose 97 
Potts, Rhinehart vy. ___------_~_ 29 
Powell, (Sy Vi. a2oseese-5 5 106 
Powell, Su Vi.scssecsece oe 97 
POWELL. Se Ve -cwesceae st Soe 100 
IPYVICC) Be Vee as ee ee ee 110 
Price: (8) 7482252) ec eet 111 
Priest, Fairley v. --.----------- 56 
Proctor V. Po0dlssa222225ee2555. 15 
Puett v. Comrs.___.___-________ 94 
Puffer v. Lucas_._____-..-___- 112 
Puffer y. Lucas___..-_~-________ 107 
Pugh v. Grant_____--_------__- 86 
POR. 6 Wie ee 101 
Pureell v. McFarland ______- 238 


Purvis v. Carstarphen____.___- 73 


“rg 


AZALAAALAAARABAAAMAAAABAAAAAAZAAAALZAAAAA 


oVekolopohololernacrone) evenol lore ogelotoholonokelolol aio lortelorelal ronal olonosofotoyoyelotoleho 


Xxili 


CASES CITED 


R 
Ragland, Finch v. ~-.---------- 7 No; 2otewesessee sucess cee ees 110 
Ramsey v. Cheek _____~--_._-_-- 100) IN. Gos DO meee Sena ot see eae 212 
Ramsey, Mace v. —~..-----~--.-- TEENS) BP Soccer een te eee 51 
Randall: v:. Ro Ren 4 oe TOT N.C TAS eset st et ee eS 139 
Rankin Vv: JoneSwoesewseese AN Oy, OO sawn dose bocce absense 101 
Ray ve Dlpsceomibss 3 ous AS ONG Ci) Abbesesceten an. cere eee oe 668 
Ray; Bi Vitesse esse secs oecee BOON OO ete te becca aes 634 
Reams, Fertilizer Co. v.---~-_-- LOS ANDO 4 2Ssasee caso e Si et leae 158, 221 
Reeves, Adams v. ~.-.---------- GS IN ap eo ote a ie 368 
Reeves vy. Reeves —____-----_-- Bo Nay, ot Se See tere ee tt ees 435 
Reid, Sledge v. ----.-_------.-- To Ns Og FAO cee ce ee eee 51, 52 
Respass, 8S. v. ~----.----------- BBN © GaAs ee wee 642 
Reynolds v. Smathers________.- BT NeOsg. totes i ew eeoetae eat Seas 220 
Rhinehart v. Potts._..-----_--- DON ©5408. foie 2 tee te Sas 696 
Rice, Stilley v. ------_-_--------- Gt NeOs Vi Sicec ees es en cette 273 
Richardson, Barrett v. ~-----_-- 16 INO 4p a een Saco Se rea 469 
Ricks; “Bunting Vv. 22222-45225 ne? ONO Vole = seebes aye ese seo ees 202 
Riggs v. Roberts______-._____-- Sb Nv dol ace ec etek, ce oocueesctes 342 
Ril@y,. Be. Viesaeasesessceeeede Es Fis ae (OR 0: |S Pe ee 642 
Rintels, Lawing vy. ~-.-----.--- OT 2 Oi GOO a gi Sen 444 
Robbins, Flora v. ~---~-------- OS: Wey. AQ. oe ee 425 
Roberts v. Cannon.._.--.-.---- 20° Ne Ga a0 Ouedewe asco ous ene cee aes 428 
Roberts, Fullenwider vy. __--_-~- DON Gs, 420 no Be oe ee ee 878 
Roberts, Riggs v. —.---...---..-- BN A i hn ee ae St an oe ad 842 
RobertseSe-Vi. na tee see DD. ON Ds ast et eo ie 626 
ROverIS! “Se Ve seGs5 Sake eos BIN OO abe a ee a 732 
Robeson vy. Hodges____---..-.-_- 100: NVC. 40 oa ee ee eee hen ss 393 
Robinson, Polk v. ~.--.--.----- 42 Ny Og. Zoo cease seen eee Ses 202 
Robinson v. Willoughby..-- —- MO INGA 3. OO ae oe ie oe ee ee tS 257 
Rodgers v. Moore_______-.---__-- SG ING. S046 2 oe Go ee ete tea ee 408 
Rodwell, Bobbitt v. _---__- TAN: IN ce cs as A ee hi 100 
Rogers, Clements v. ~---------- Oe IN yy. 2a ete Se Soo i Oe Aes ee 553 
Rogers, Kirkpatrick v. ~--~-_--- eg Ma, in| le eee eee reer en 305 
Rogers, Liles vy. --.--_------..- IIS IN AO tein eee ee eee 389 
ROGers, S..°Vo, Sacee oases 1G ON ies. DOGe eee cote oaeee tees 664 
Rogers, 8. v. ------------------ LT Ne OB a et oe ee Sas 692 
ROOTS Ne Vs ioe ees DY INe Oy eo eee Os Peete eo ee 734 
Rollins v. Henry. --__-___ TS ie Ost OF ase ese See aecceees ao 21 
Rountree v. Brinson___________ OS ONGO a 10 cna ete a Pee cee 490 
Rowland v. Thompson__..._..___ G4 NO. see ee ee ee 409 
R. R., Attorney-General vy. ____. 28 N.C., 456-.-..-_-._--_.------------ 151 
Rie Ri Beane: Ve aoeccoea ete LOSS NC. ASG see eh Sein ee 599 
The ite, ROME. Wee ots oe ee BSN 02sec ee eG eet ese ose 41 
R. R., Capehart v. ~.-_-._.___- Sk ING NOs AS as es Se a 594 
Be WR Denmark Vs. aoe TOT NGO Ra oe erst oi es es 510 
Ry oR, Douglass... 2po2o 5 2s. TOG NEE “Oo i ee 610 
Res Ri FOMOry Vets 102 NvOw 209 see e owes e te io teamemeweuas 510 
R. R., Express Co. v. -----.-_- MO IN AG). "AGB 2 eed oa Se ie 220 
ty Pte, SATO 5 set ai ete POD: INAS 2 O90 620. tos, 22nd 3 ee Sete 38 
Tes tay OR) Ver eee Bo: Nia, 2o0secebeewerwece see eee ee 52 
Pes eg EE ORCS an tee ie ee OH IN 2G 2G 22's Set en Ee 588 
R. R., Greenleaf v. ~~~ - OVINGC.. Golostecs=cdasenckecetetecce 348 
4 Xxiv 


CASES CITED 


R. R., Hendricks vy, ------ ora (9 3 f 
en tty: ght Ve eee ee eee 112 
Rie: Ft. Hankle. ‘Vi. cae oese sees 109 
BR. Rie Kine y.- see 2 prea by 
R. R., McAdoo vy. ------------- 105 
R. R., Meredith vy, -~--------- 108 
Hi: Ris; MOOG Vs Se ee be 67 
R. R., Norwood y. ~.---------- 111 
is ay. FP OLter Vs. cece oew oes Ss 97 
Be uR., (randall Vy encase eekee 107 
Re By. SHAD: Ve ikessesec lees] 106 
is eV eee oe a 111 
Re Ry Turcentine Vi s242en2 Ss 92 
Ho Ry. Wire Ve. coe nasten case es 109 
Rus WOE: 2xcneute seein 89 
Reeder, Boyle v. _--~---------- 23 
Rhinehart, Brown vy. ~~----~~-- 112 
Ruffin v. Armstrong .—_..._--_ --- 9 
Ruffin v. Overby__-___-___-_-..._ 105 
Rush: vy; Steed... 2-22 oe eee 91 
Sadler y. Wilson___—_-.-..---.-- 40 
Sallinger, Allen vy. ~----.--_-_--- 105 
Sallinger, Allen vy. ~----~------- 103 
Samuel v. Zachary_-_---------- 26 
Sanders, Wool y. -------------- 108 
Savage, Burnett vy, ------------ 92 
Sehool Committee, McMillan v._-107 
Seott, Buie v. _.---.--_------~- 107 
Scott y. Fisher ._.-__.._.-_--_- 110 
NCOll V.. Hatris.cs.- 7 2s-525=32 76 
Seott, Peacock vy. ---.---------- 104 
Scott, Walker vy. __.----------~- 102 
Scott, Walker y. ~---------.--- 106 
Seagle, Wilson vy. ~--~--------- 84 
Seagle, Wilson y. ------------- 84 
Seawell v. Bank___~..-----_--~- 14 
Sessoms, Sumner vy. —-..--_----- 94 
Shannon, Henderson y. —---~-~-- 12 
Shannon, Henderson v. _.--~--~- 12 
Sharp v. R. R.--.__------------- 106 
SHG Ys. Ss Vi. ateoseeee doe 98 
Shepherd, Forbes vy. --~-------- 98 
Shepherd v. Lane___---_---~-~- 13 
Sheppard v. Lane#__--_~__--=_- 13 
Sherwood vy. Collier______--_-..- 14 
Shields, Moore vy. ~------------ 68 
DULG. i Vo ceewee net eee: 32 
Sigman, 8. v. ~2..---....-..-- 106 
| Simmons, Durden v. —--------- .. 84 
Simmons, Mfg. Go. v..-_.._----_. 97 
Simmons, Pemberton vy, ~-----_-- 100 


N.C, 
N. C., 
N. 
N. 
N. 


“ te “ Ty Me “ ‘ ‘ eo ad Mo Me ~~ Ne “e Ne 


ALAAAAALAAAAAAAL! 


TR 


= ‘ "7 “ as “« ~~ y “ 


ZAAAAALLAAAAAALAAAAAAAAAAAAAAALALAZ 
eeleneleloleiololotole clolere (ole eiolo ool olono (ole ciole 


‘e “eo 7 “ “ a we “ ‘ “eo t ~“ “ Ne “ 


' XXV 


* “ oy “ ~~ es 


Da) 222525 2 ee ee 


CASES CITED 


Simmons, Woodhouse y. —~--_.__ 73 
Simpson, Hardy y. ~----------- 35 
Simpson v. King_--.-.----.___- 36 
Slade, Cherry vy. ~----.--.--_-- 7 
Sledge v. Reid_---_-_____._.-_. %3 
Smallwood, 8S. vy. ~--.-.------.- 78 
Smathers, Reynolds v. ~------- S87 I 
Smith, Baucom y. ~--.~--.-___- 66 
smith; Bonds Vi eo s2.55 254222 106 
Smith v. Castrix__--_._________ 27 
Smith, Collins v. --.--..-..____ 109 
Simith: Coor-Vs. Sec cess ve eoess 107 
Smith, Eigenbrun v. ...--_-___- 98 
Smith, Kron y.-.-----------.- 96 
Smith, McLean vy. ~~_--_-._--_. 106 
Smith v. Nimocks_..--.--.-____ 94. 
Saareth: (vy Pipkin ae et 79 
Smith v; ‘Smith... 2253 92 
DMIEN, (92 We ss ee Se 103 
SHithy (Se We eoeeae es eces Jan ee 17 
Smithdeal v. Wilkinson_________ 100 
Smyth, Sudderth y. ____.______ 35 
Sondley v. Asheville__.-_______ 112 
Sorrell, Intendant v. _-.________ 46 
Southerland v. Fremont.__.____ 107 
Sparks, Ward v. ~_--_-________ 18 
SDGIZDE. eo Ve ee 69 
Spence v. Tapseott_____________ 92 
Spencer v, Credle__...__._____- 102 
Spicer, Coor vy. ~.---.-----_--_- 65 
Spier v. Fulghum_-----~-----~~- 67 
SLaneill “Vs. Gay se 92 
Starnes: Si V jc es et 97 
S. v. Armistead ~~~ 0..--____ 106 
Se Vir OR OE 0302 Go ee Se 106 
Se, Wi DO ROP 26a ee 70 
Rs Vs SOON ee 91 
FAO, aM (=| rete OC Ve 103 
S. v. Bennett ~.-.------------- 75 
S 4 Dest. cece eo etes esos 111 
De We lACk.. coos ee ens 8 109 
me Wes Bland) oscar acoso esas 97 
So We BOON) Gee ce eee 82 
Sa Vi. JSPItba: ee ee eee Sens 89 
Se Ws WO POSUGN: ne 111 
oc PVD oS ope Oo ol 83 
Bi. Mr UERO foot te See See 73 
Me Ve Ie UE KO eet ee §2 
Sp We SS VOrs) een 82 
Di Ve Vers. (2e.csesce rss eresees 100 
Se We Caine See so ea 94 
Si¥e Cannady: fob sose tos. 78 
S29, (Carlen. 2.256 eae 90 
Soo Wy Carson: scent et 19 


N. 
N. 
N. 


N. 
N. 


Se as 


“ ‘o org 9 “e we ne “ ~“ ‘oe “ “e e aa ~ “ 


AAAAAABAAAALAALLLAD 


eanaganaaaaaanaaaaanoaaannaaaaaanaaaa 


“ we ~~ “ “se “ “ ~~ “ee “eo “ Me “ ad “ “ “eo ad “ No bool Ma Me eo “ Me “ Me “ee “ “ “ “ is “Ne 
“ee “ea 


N. 
IN: 


DNNRNNLRLADRALADNNNNANNNRDMNRM 


AAnx Ad AAA AAA NAAN ANA AAA AAAS ASAS SAAR AANA AAA AAAN AAA AAAS 


RANRLNNNANNARRKARANRANNRNRNRNNNNRDNMNNM 


CASES CITED 


Chavers ~~ ~-.---__--_ue DOIN ig bose eetes eee heel eS 15 
COGY (22200256 ere COUN MC 10 Te aot a ee 647 
(G70) Ub ba y= Saeeee en eeee nn mc ee cee 1O Neg 246 eas ee ceeee laces UGE 
Coppersmith ~~.--_------- GING Olt oa on hee ees 634 
Corporation —-___.---.--- PAN SO HG la fee eee: 631 
Crouse ___-- pct ois eG NOS OL (acetate eat 665. 
DANG OR: fe toe a TOU IN Cp GS aa a oe Sol 654 
DAVWAS cece eee Do NC 12sec ese eteeee setae 679 
Debian. ...sousotsusoeue OS. ON Og iss Sahn oe ee ed 685 
TICK op pa es ee a COUN: @i, 9440 ee eee i et ee 1S 
| 3) <0 6 poorest ey Oe er 1S: Ne OG eae ore eee ase Se 649 
gs Nc: gue ee eee BO IN Cg 02 sare a eee ee oe 628 
MUO WATdS > 2. Se Se as 1 EOIN CoO i i 663 
Soe 0 8 6) | gen ee en SOON SCs. Sie) Pe se ee Be _. 134 
IN PRON. ssn ee i IN Ore AG Ve ny PR st SS 691 
OW kl BOS. Ne Cilio esi ea ee eo 688 
« MaPrrar S25 25245-2 BeBe ves BOS IN On he ao ie 658 
PleMINe cee cco seocteances 4107 N.C. 905: (909) 222 esse ee 667 
OVA foc oath og IN Cae eee eet Oa ok, 668 
Freeman: «22 2 So 89 IN 20 4 PAGO ee 640, 646 
p ROR GD: 2252 ee OD IN ea a hee ee 682 
Garner gos = 8 oe S eee 104. NGOs. Totseocesestuwet esse see ses 690 
GOES note eee oe TOC INC: (Soesede eee ae teece eee 689 
IY eal eh eh ee 94 IN Os SOF as ee te Soe 
George _~------__--_.---- IN se? Dek Ssh en Sh he 627 
GOOG 22 oo ts 94 NWO ..398 fe ee Ge 733, 734 
GO Wisi 2h ee OT NSO 40h eo cnn oe ete eee 695 
GUTON scorn BOON 5 20 bs see a ee 632 
PRAT OrG: ppt teal 104 ON Gig Ol ee see eee ee oom 647 
WAY oo oe ws Se TOON. 0s, B90: 22ee ne eet Se 714 
OPTS pes ee eee JOG INC. GS25 O80 cup tebe oe 647 
Parison: cect BOte Nw (2e eects ees cess SeGeewe os 658 
Hay W000. 22525 4.2522 25558 OE. ING Gao (Os te ee 734 
Hi@nSley seco et elas I CPN eee a anette, 718 
Tensley een cee sete oe OAUN 1022 se oe tac ees eee Sewer ae 132 
Crnd Ob 22.2 ee TOT N: Cs. 934 22222 et oe 671 
ROW SG: ae es Ba. Ns © Oso sae ee eee ee 714 
Hoskins _____.--L We INO: oO eee a ee a es 609 
UGE? Ge ete een TOG Ne Os TOG see ones eee ees 733 
IMAC: 252 oe OF UNG © Giese sess chee cet 634, 637 
JOCODS> wet et Bae ae ee OL NO 264s ceebe eae eee ees 15 
JACODS. eaten ccs eel soe 103 Ns OO OT a ee ee eee oe ee . 688 
JONKINS: wees cole oo {oN Ow 4 loess ses weewetose eee aes ees 641 
JONUSON: sete ho MOO. NG a. BOs se we eee eee a 41, 268 
POUNSON. chose ee IN (088 ee See ee 624 
§ QORNSON o.oo 5 he 9A UING Os, (8G3 uote as nee oe ae: 634, 637 
JOUNSOM 2252. Ses aS ONG Cs 2O0st ow so eat eeeu teu 734 
JONCS: (Sete ot 2 NOs, OSOaaiiea eee ito cow ate recon 640 
JONES: 82 2g hoy ee LOL NO TAG Se tese sherk sete coos 719 
VOYNOD? 22 tasas Lo ans SNe Oe Dotusecse ees enneoe4oeeosuee 705 
KeGter escnewtecee ween SO IN Cet ee 643 
WIPDY: aoe see beeen 24 Ni Oe DOlS sect ee ee eee 735 
WKROONGCC -c 5 oie Pa le eee AUS NOK Nee ee eee cet e ere soe aaa 685 
a WHOtH: 24s ee So 66 N32 © O6Scsessceos eee eee’ 627 


RALLBLRRLRRLLRARRAORRULRLLRLLLRDRARLNRROLNABLNNLNLLLRKRNNWDMN 


Vi. Toeake -2seh eee eo 80 N.C., 
Vi D@wis) 220 eee 938 N.C., 
Wi. MONS ic eos SS es 52 N.C., 
Vi ow? sete oe eal 61 N.C., 
Ve UNSTOMM occ cee eeseeses 81 N.C., 
Vi. MASSCY 2-52 p52. 4 So 1038 N.C., 
y. Mazon _______ ee tate ee ae 90 N. C., 
y. MeNeely ~..20--___----.-._ 92 N.C.,, 
Vi WIGNIGGN: ipso eee ecu ee a 90 N.C, 
We MUNG R 2a ae ei eee 97 N.C., 
My ANDTIOY cena Sec a 112 N.C., 
VIS ioe ee 91 N.C., 
y. Mitchener ___~_-__U._______ 95 N.C., 
Me PWION GCI chet es oes fo ne 107 N.C., 
Wis MOOLE 2 on re 104 N.C., 
WV, NMOOPG: 222 2 oo 107 N.C., 
We NI OOTC os ed 113 N.C, 
V¥: MOYrison:. 2.cs2ccueeceess5 85 N.C., 
aes oi: a 63 N.C.,, 
Vi INGO geceee elie de 109 N.C., 
v. Newcomb —~.--_____------_ 107 N.C, 
We INORDIG Dy she 110 N. C.,, 
WV. PATTISn eae oe a eek 104 N.C.,, 
sc: B= a ap re 44 N.C., 
Vi /PACLOVSON 2:0. 852 he Be 24 N.C., 
VP Ceblés: so. 52e 22 eons 108 N.C, 
vy. Pendergrass ~~~ _-.-_._- 106 N.C., 
vy. Pendergrass ~~. ~-__--_ 19 N.C.,, 
Ve PCRRIS: fnew tee et 66 N.C., 
Ve POWel” Jet we ihe 97 N.C.,, 
Vc POWGL: - 2S eee 106 N.C., 
v. Powell ~~~ -_-_u___---_ 100 N.C., 
I Oe CG eat Se 110 N.C, 
NW, PVICC vet eo eee: 111 N.C., 
oe Ny a Nee a ea ee 101 N.C., 
Ve Aide So setcewinenY couse 111 N.C., 
Vs Ray. eosce ee eee ae ae 89 N.C., 
Vs DheSpass: tie eee eae 85 N.C., 
Ve JRUeCy soho Scn Seas aos se 118 N.C., 
Vi TRODOLUS:. ciate ee Ste 12 N.C., 
Ve. Roberts. 22.222.- 42525022.-81.N.€;, 
Vo ROSCRSu ace. ot eot eee 93 N.C., 
Vj PROPOClS Sues 76 N.C, 
Wo WROGOrS) coe eee 112 N.C.,, 
We OY eta 98 N.C., 
Vic Os no ee ee 32 N.C., 
VIG oo ee 106 N. C., 
Vol 5 VROS) een es ease 104 N.C., 
vy. Smallwood —____-_---.___ 78 N.C, 
Vie SOUCY tee etree ode 77 N.C.,, 
Ve OUND: afer Stee 1038 N.C., 
vy. Speight ~~. ----__--.____ 69 N.C., 
Vmtarnes: a0 Se hee 97 N.C., 
Vi SOU OUG. se 95 N.C., 


CASES CITED 


xxviii 


7 | ee ee eer 676 
ih ee een eee, ce 212 
1), a ee oe ee ae 676 
MOMs Ah te ae ee 692 
BG ae iene eases 680 
Bie Bese ec cres eta oa te OE 644 
CTOs a a ee Bees 734 
2S a a ae ee 657 
BOD spent eee eee Dae 722 
21 SL re ae ae en en) eee 713 
ih: ene a ae en 734 
DOU oe sd is ne 721 
CBO bts aeirices Ser She 713 
1 ee ee eR ee RTE 688 
GUA os oe a Ss aga 685, 702 
7 i (| ee ae 688 
GOs tee ee 449 
51, 9 Ee en ma ee 714 
= a eee eee Ae 732 
201) aa ae ee OD 634 
DO) asa aid i ie Se ee oe 654 
78 <0: A are eae aE ret Oe 281 
1G Rake ee te eee ca ae te 714 
I a di Ana a hte lt Saas 659 
NG oe ee phe ta eS cea 189 
[oe ne er 663 
eS, Se ee eR Re 703 
155 a Ce ee ee eae 636 
1 1 5 ee ee oe ee a nn en 697 
ry ee ea RRO ES IRE 663 
| a 211, 212 
545 a nN 700 
So | ee Oe a eee 268, 588 
6 RR Ce en Nc 634 
[6 RON Se TES ee 733 
DS eS Sor ae eae ee 620 
cy ene I RY or Ree 634 
De Te hea ee 642 
CA ye ee a ee 642 
717.) ns OPT RT ee 626 
115 ee ea a eee eee 732 
is a le a ee 734 
FC eee oe a 664 
ON Saye ie ee eee Sac 692 
Ce eee eee a 634 
1G ee te A ee 649 
1) ane 3 | ee 732 
COA ca fe a I 280 
| ee ee AD Cerrar ae 696 
BF a papa sense aac othe 733 
NS cae hea asia ge hte ta et 28) 
1 OE NR Ne ESET SX tere 640 
BN att lied a res gy atsaei, e ts eat ig 694 
| ee mee OS ae eee Fe 718 


CASES CITED 


io Wer BUS ati es ee 89 
S. v. Sullivan ~~~. 110 
Roy POTN AS:. ost 98 
S. v. Thompson ~~~ ~~-.-----_-- 95 
so, MOU. 2cacactee es catets eee 
Ms Vo LOOIO” tense eee ee 106 
eV TU a 77 
Re We VT Se es Se 82 
MW, Vinee: osansie es 93 
Bie. VOleDt- sees cee ees eae ee 90 
SW WWAROES gets ee 25 
SS; We Whittield@: 22225) 92 
DeoW.. WHRIG «cca ee eee ese 85 
S. v. Williams ~~~ -~--_-_---___ 7 
a Ve AVS: cea o ee J 63 
Staton v. Mullis_-_..- ~~ ___ 92 
Steamboat Co., Darden y._--__- 107 
Steamboat Co., Kornegay v:----- 107 
Steamship Co., Tayloe y.--.-___ 88 
teed; “RUSH “V5 2.220 hs 91 
Stevens, Amis y. --.-..----~--... 111 
Stilley *¥. Rice ee See. 67 
Strandland, Comron v. ~------- 1038 
Strayhorn vy. Blalock ______--___ 92 
Strickland, Allen y. 220-0 UL _- 100 
Strickland, Bruce v. _----_--__- 81 
Stroley, Fleming vy. ~-_.._.--___ 23 
SEPOUGS Si We aioe ee 95 
Sudderth vy. McCombs_____--__- 65 
Sudderth v. Smyth _~-.____~___ 35 
Sugg, Briley v. _.-.__--_--...__ 21 
IPOS) 0 We ek eee Rete 89 
Sullivans S22¥i. 2220 see ee 110 
Sumner v.. Sessoms_______--__ 94 
Sumner vy. Candler__....__-____ 92 
Sutton v. Askew__-_----------_ 66 
Sykes, S. v. _------_ ener Mia oes 104 
Tankard v. Tankard____.---___ 79 
Tapscott, Albright v, ---------- a3 
Tapscott, Spence vy. .-----.----- 92 
Tarboro, Gatlin v. -...-----.-_- 78 
Pay lO. ONLY We eeetvccos acne 88 
Tayloe v. Steamship Co.__--___ 88 
Taylor v. Taylor__.______.__-_ 112 
Teague, Boyer vy. --_-- Boies 106 
Telegraph Co., Mayo v.-_------- 112 
Tharel, Miller v. -._------.----. 75 
Thomas, Adams y. _-------.-_- 83 
THOMAS; S, Vi. ge be eet 98 
Thomas v. Womack___._-_-____ 64. 
Thompson, Edwards v. —~---~--- 71 


~ eo ~“ ‘eo ea ~“ Me 


AAALLA LAL 


eenaagnaangagaaananaananaaaacgaaaaaaaaG 


~ Ne Ne eo a ca 


A 


N. 


“ ‘e “ e “e “e 


aqgaqnoaeoaeaaaa 


“ ~ a s ~~ “a “e 


Z 


b4 
‘4! 
pad 
‘a 


Pd “ “ “e “e ee “ “ee “ “ “ ~~ “ “ “eo ~“ ~“ “eo sy “ “ “ “eo 


— ee eee re ee eee 


428, 


510 


CASES CITED 


Thompson v. Humphrey_._—__-_ 83 
Thompson v. MecDonald___--__- 22 
Thompson, Patton v..__--------- 55 
Thompson, Rowland v. --.---.. 64 
Thompson, Si. Vii oases seu see 95 
Thompson, Welfare v. ...__-_-_- 83 
Maddy’ Vin APrissoen 55 ee 101 
4 1B a= Paani ne rr a 25 
Timber Co., Gwaltney v.------- 111 
TO0d; “Bunn. Ve ccece eee ee 107 
Todd vy. Outlaw__.--____-____-_- 79 
"VOOlG;- 3) Ve sseeaccoeeet sett 106 
Townsend, Gore v. _-------__-_ 105 
Transp. Co., Whitehurst v.__.-.109 
Trenholm, Monroe vy. —...-.----- 112 
Tucker, Carpenter v. ~~ __~._ 98 
Tucker, Hamlin v. ~~ ~~~ ~--___- 72 
Tunstall v. Cobb_-----------~- 109 
"Purmer: “v;. Hlfords 2.22 ot 58 
TUrDING SS: Vi Seeesn ee Sesto: 77 
Turrentine v. R. R.--------_--- 92 
Tyler, Howell v. ~--..-----_-_-- 91 
Tysor, Brewer vy. _---.-----~_-- 48 
University v. Holden_-_______~_ 63 
Utley, Adams y, ---~----.----- 87 


' Vanderbury, Moore y.._________ 90 
WAnNs Se We fee ee ee ee ee 82 
‘Vaughan, Blow vy. ~------__-_-- 105 
Venable, Kidd v, ~-..--_-__-__- 111 
‘Verble, March .y. ~-.----_--__-_ 79 
‘Villines v. Norfleet_____________ 17 
"Wines, Ss Vice a 93 

= “¥ OIRNG Se We ceevte teedne soo = 90 
“Waddell, Melvin v. _--_-_--___. 75 
‘Walker, Long v. ~--.----.--_-- 105 

“Walker, Long yv.--------------- 105 
“Walker v. Mebane_____-_.____-_ 90 

. “Walker Vv. SC0ttscs22sas2e eee 102 
Walker v. Scott___.-___________106 
“Wallace v. Douglass__.___.____ 105 
“Wallace, Flaum vy. __-.------__- 1038 
“Wallace, McCombs y. ~-_~~__-__ 66 
“Ward v. Farmer_______________ 92 
‘Ward. Vv. Rie Rieceoae tee 109 

18 


“Ward vy. Sparks_-__-..-.--_ _- | 


AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAY 


N. 
N. 
N. 


AAAALAAAZ 
AQA0O00R20Q 


4 


ALAAAAZ 


QOQeQnQgan gaan e 


eloVonototetchotolotelcooleroroyorokoorolee 


287 
2 ae ne aa oe eros EA 3038 
DB ee ts saa 273 
(6) ee rae een be 409 
B0G se sae easaueenueseanes 676 
7 {a ee et Rien nae 92 
51. eee eee ee ee CPN 200 
BOA ota pounce gels maatt 734 
eae ee ele eee 239 
7. aa ai aR rare ee 287 
7, ae ee ER ee 257, 809 
fee ee 640, 654 
OO sei a ee oe cen 4 
yak I Tyo eee a Peek 26 
ee preeteg os eee atie 18 
Fi, an ae nme ee 535 
i a ane ene eae 75 
BIG a ethos beatae tae as 693 
WOG sect eee erate dee 404 
1 (Cane aE ee ese ae 732 
2 an oe eae See 316 
DO (eats ease aaa ees 308 
1: a ene er er eerie 444 
15 || Soccer eee ees 385 
BBC etn a bee eee 269 

| (| See ene enero 588 
2) Se Ere oe eRe 734 
TORS ete S se eee a 530 
(7 CES Seen NE oneS 310 

{ee ee Eee a eheeeons 173 
[a ce ie eer ne? 109 
BOS, AOR id ae tina yea 642 
[5 ree opener Bre aoe eer 165 
11 ogee tee ene ete 469 

7 1 eee ees oom 426, 543 
OU 655 ence eee ee 469 
1s: eee el ene a OEMS 
rT Rien heen atee eae 268, 588 

DO seer ncte lee eae 291 

1 AS eee Sills PORE Re ie SO 391 
DUG 05 Dae ee e tessa 354 
| Se eee nent mene 449, 451 

1: Sanae te iy Se eee tire Remi oats 544 
1, een ae pr 570 
1c eee ted a ee ae eee 346 


CASES CITED 


Warlick v. White .-.----_---~-- 86 
Waters: Ss Vi. coeessehe eae oes 25 
_ Watson, Morrison y. ~--------- 95 
Watts, Mobley v, ~----.----~.-- 98 
Weaver, Kiff vy. ~--------------_ 94 
Welfare v. Thompson__.___- ____ 88 
West v. Kittrell_-__-_______----- 8 
Wheeler vy. Cobb ____-_--_------ 75 
White v. Beaman. ____..---- 96 
White v. Connelly________-_-__- 105 
White, Warlick vy, ------------- 86 
Whitehead v. Morrill__________- 108 
Whitehurst, Hinton v. ~._------ rel 
Whitehurst v. Transp. Co.-..-.- 109 
Whitfield, S. v. ------..----~-- 92 
Wilcox, Donnelly vy. ~-.-------- 113 
(Wileox, Pollock v. -----.------- 68 
‘Wilkes, Osburn v...-_..._.----_108 
Wilkie: (8. Vi os2se See Se aes eee 85 
Wilkinson, Smithdeal vy. — -~-_~- 100 
Willard, Farmer y. ~~--~-.-~---- res) 
Williams v. Bowling ____-- ees Ie ip t 
Williams, Clark vy. ~----.------ 70 
‘Williams v. Clouse... .-__-_--- 91 
‘Williams v. Johnston... __ 94 
Williams, Mason y. —~---------- 66 
PW UMASS 3. Vie eee cee eee 97 
Willis v. Melvin____.-____--____ 53 
WHS 8 Ve-Coetesceed eas 63 
Willoughby, Rob neon Vo es 70 
‘Wilson, Baxter vy, —..-...------- 95 
Wilson, Francis vy. --.--_ ~~ ---- 74 
‘Wilson, McCall v.._.---__-_---__ 101 
Wilson, Sadler y. ~-.~..W.--..--___ 40 
Wilson v. Seagle___.___.- 84 
Wilson v. Seagle. 84 
Windley v. Broadway_____ spa Sa 
‘Wiseman v. Comrs..__..--__-___- 104 
Withers, Adkins v. .-..-__---~- 94 
Womack, Thomas y, ----._-~__- 64 
Womble-'V¥. BYTapssues<.2555--~ 17 
“Woodhouse v. Simmons___ 73 
Woodlief v. Harris____.-.--____ 95 
‘Wood, McCoy vy. ~----_--_----- 70 
‘Woodruff v. Bowles___--.---_~- 104 
Woodward, Moore vy. ~____---__ 83 
‘Wool v. Sanders__--____ _._~-~-~108 
Wormell vy. Nason______.--_-__ 83 
WV OFrth. Vi. dhe Ries ee ee 89 
Worthy v. McIntosh_2____--___ 90 
Wyche v. Wyche_____...-_.-_--- 85 


“ 


ALAAALALALLALLL ZY 


: AAAAAA: 
elolelorerorololololeeloleve ololelojorol lorolorenoholonerooiclokolelexelo) ore otelouotonoye ene 


AAA 


AAALAAALAA 


AAAAAAAAALAZ 


Xxxi 


DOO soe cee eee ee 405 
AGO serene han ya rs as 15 
7g 2 Jae a a a Po 316 
do: en ee eR ae eT Sa me SO 310 
O(Aeee de ein ote eee ee 535) 
Le | eR eS Oe 92 
71,0 5 ERR SOO So ae a Ae 27 
ON SS aa as eee I Sa 428 
Do hs oa ne ht 183 
GO saabe eae oe eto ei ek 259 
es) oO ee PSE On NEE REI OO ae 405 
Goad ateee ete acct ete 407 
PO cs ee at re thee She 119 
Baan ee oa eee ee 26 
312 LE et en ane Pe nT ee 211 
CLS fa en OO ere Pn CR EE EY 393 
AG Sate 8 ee ei ese ee 85 
GO cericestecn so Seeeee Seeks 190 
Dl pee eet ee eee 665 
D2 adel seoeee este eck eat 138 
AM a rst so! Sa ea oe 643 
5 Re pe alo ER 26 
Ol UsHaceneeeerate ses utuecases 201 
5) 1 OS Oe OE 409 
Ga ee hee es ee ee, 377 
POA seereee cee eee eee es 238 
5: Sa a Oe ee 657 
GF Bosna 8 Sa eee ore 3 
DAO tices eh Stas errr oes es cae 734 
Fo 15 oe ee EO ae eT 257 
AO eee eee ee eS 697 
pUCsetocene ee eset ea sa ee 111 
SS a ete cts es ae Se ee 173 
DOO sae ee a ie See 439 
Pl Ocene ieee cone Geckos cen 41 
BOS [2 ae er nel Pee oe SY ee 588 
E53 a ae lS PI ee 476 
POU se etece use sea sce beee oe 277 
Nf a a ak ca 274 
GOD Pose aoe OS eee en ee 510 
DOSS on eh Noe eee eee 484 
QU eee eee ee as 132 
22 18 Cera es enn en 146, 352 
ES ae eee 200 
197 S2ss2 eee eeeur sods 100, 189, 324 
Dol ecu ete 407, 491, 497 
LO ie eae a eet hs es cect 35 
Oo se eee Soe oe 462 
252 8 Ree ere Scr ae mn 700 
BO ised es ere ses ee ee te eee 93 
QGees eet ae ee Pee 469 


CASES CITED 


n'a 
Yancey v. Greenlee____..-____--- OO INO.) fee ease ee ee 520 
Yates v. Yates___.o.-_..-___-_- BEG NO ADs oe Bt oe oie ee 694 
Young v. Young____--__..---____- SNCs. Ol sie se eee owen 75 
Z 
Zachary, Samuel Ve oosec.eue. 26 N. Oy OU asp asecn awe seccecsceseeees 235 
CODE SECTIONS , 
SECTION PAGE SECTION PAGE 
SD Oy etc re GOL. O90. 2oseeo sess eclase 44, 173, 287 
BO ats eee G64 (6322552622 ei 257 
Gilet Soe ete ee Soe eee O60: (G0ls 222452 geceetCesekesenteecue 652 
OD; DOstew se Sek eee G50, 600 "OUledenceeceoe sua sees 175, 180 
Bose tus eter te oe ete GG {O80sceeewee oor occoe cowed 297, 421 
10432225 See a ett es S.  GSe seco caste soe eee 180 
d 02 5 Meat 247 eee mee pc es eg tae ees GOO” ~694- 2332s a tee ose 152 
V2 hie ek ee A ee eee G62). “Ate heen a eee 130 
VO 22x ie Se he eae Del.- Woasacuenawstoaeseeneecenecei ws 388 
POO 2 ek oe See ee aes 531. 840_------ gerbes tee eon eh eet 280 
TOL. 440 22 pen ia = ee __ 360 847______- ema TER ene ied Se ne 653 
122 oie tee eee ee ee 93. 876, 8T7, 880_..---------- aeseiss,, AO 
i Es Ae (Cs 2 oe eaten emery EI 20Ds. toll: (OS teeeoeee eee oe oe 146, 407 
1935 3(2) 5. OO eas ose be Seo see ee 02> BO2 seco boce sue saes See see 654 
156. (9 | eccewec tues tetheeas JADU! O00 se eevee rete ee ees 686 
GD rar ah ete et Sameer DLO: (B08. 22h eae eee 280, 684 
Gey rs sh O38. O65 2222s ee ee 398 
WG 2 eee i ee eee ee S40: - 1008232 tee oS sek ee as 644 
Uiiaseepeset welcomes sebeteeatas Debs <OD ates ae re th ee ee Se 624 
OU rh pone an ht re Doe NOGs. ott oe eto ay tee 654 
DA eect tees See eee a BD NAG ose ar eee Baa 692 
ON oo oe oie Boe eee OBE [T1832 3 no Sosk eee lee eee 684 
O34 235. 23628 2 Be eee ee 189: 31900 ve se coe se esse seucsee 640, 646 
OO meee eee eae ae ee B46. 199 lecelusoosuceoeeascoeuaee ass 640 
OA en eee a a 368, 484 1245, 1246 (1) -..-------------- 309 
DAG OGQi sie Go See eee ADO! AZO ae seek ee eee es eet ees 258 
PAG Gl Ob eee an eee ae ec pe ee {D- W260sccsoscsveareee cease sSoues 180 
2 (eee ee 220;280, 410, B10 -1280s ssc cueeesneseeesectecuses 457 
DO peice ee ae hae ils ASM: 129) 222 ee See te eee 433 
Bloseolacteeiees cose tates 7.13 3 me! (a C7 led eter ne er Pr) ee 165 
DOG) oe) Seta eee, Re AD (Gee tote ie ceee loess 548 
Cae (0d oe ee i ie BOL $4360. 555.2 522 et oe ee 119 
DO2 th Oe ise ee eee V2 1A0G 25s oes ee ee 114 
WNDU G Vie See ee i i eee (OE. 4589 cso Ser secs oe ee ecusese 494 
rE Le ane ela Re cE ier re AT? AGVOs Ae lee ee eee eS 409, 393 
DAO) 22s tes ee eee eee D0a- 7 Ogee 2c eee ams 672 
ea eh ee S62) “1GS)42nsc eee eee eee ses 670 
GOs Siar re cee, , AQ (IGA G4 er ee ees - 672 
DO she tee ede See ae et eee 107. “IG98.- 1699 22 e323 oe ee 261 
OOS os 2 Sabie ee ole tes 10D; S06. - 78062 2e eae eee ee 717 
BS le ve eee ee ee ee OOO ~-11A4 6G ase see Les 450 
DBO es feat ea a eae WOO: [766 ecencceVeteee cee eel eoes 451 


CODE SECTIONS 


SECTION = PAGE SECTION PAGE 
F800 cece eel eeet Soesosee eens 146° 225582009 secs SS-eSeesecesess 389 
cb EO Sateen ray a aerogenes er 14.0 Ap: “2002 2eeescces at secre see 688 
1940) 2Ots ene Saat e ek eee 20l, 2140 xcebesee eee eee peace 648 
2006 Sse tae asso ese oeseees O01. -2i0lecesc santo cc scadedonentees 34 
22002242 to cet acet epee odes esos Ble “20 O0sea2 sos ese seed levaeteece 512 
DIGG, CpG at oo acess 43°  2UG1,.. 20 (enc ae eo aes 655, 658 
2159;. 2100 sceseneeot ante eeeees B48 2968, 2974: 2-2 e oe chee ee 657 
2503.22==- eee e eee ses BSij 000 1 B816 25446 eee a eee se 652 
2008 nos sk eoemeeeecetese esau BSS: *6806- 2252 s2ccesccseusons=ss 491, 501 


1138—3 xxxiii 


CASES 


ARGUED AND DETERMINED IN THE 


SUPREME COURT 


NORTH CAROLINA 


AT RALEIGH 


SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


MARY W. PILAND vy. JESSE TAYLOR Et At. 


Probate of Deed—Judicial Functions—Deputies—Certificate of 
Officer Prima Facte Evidence of Authority. 


1. The probate of a deed is an act judicial in its character. 

2. An officer clothed with judicial functions cannot delegate the discharge of . 
the same to a deputy. 

3. By Laws 1829 (Revised Code, ch. 87, sec. 2) the deputies of county court 
clerks were expressly authorized to take acknowledgment and proof of 
deeds, and in exercising such functions a deputy acted by force. of the 

statute alone, and not as the agent of, or by a delegation of authority 
from, the clerk. Therefore, where on a trial a deed purporting to have 
been executed in 1852 by a grantor to a grantee, who was at the time a 
clerk of the county court, was offered in evidence, and objected to on the 
ground that. the deputy could not, by reason of the interest of his princi- 
pal, take the probate thereof: Held, that the deed should not have been 
excluded on such ground. 

4, In such case, the deputy having independent authority under the statute to 
take the probate, and it appearing from the certificate that he, and not 
the clerk, performed the duty, the insertion of the clerk’s name before 
the words “Per B. W. Cowper, D. C.,” did not invalidate his act. 


5. Proof of the official character of an officer taking an acknowlegment of a 
deed is not necessary to give it validity in the absence of any statute 
requiring such proof, if the certificate is in due form and purports to be 
made by an officer authorized by law to take acknowledgments, etc, There- 
fore the certificate of probate of a deed by a deputy clerk, expressly 
authorized by statute to take acknowledgment, etc., the deed having been 
duly registered, was prima facie evidence of his appointment and qualifi- 
cation, and it was error to exclude the deed as evidence on the ground 
that the signature of the deputy clerk was not a sufficient evidence of his 
official character. 
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Action to recover land, tried at Spring Pert 1893, of GaTES, before 
Bynum, J., and a jury. 

Upon the trial the defendants offered in evidence a deed conveying” 
the locus, which was objected to by plaintiff on the grounds referred to in 
the opinion of Chief Justice Shepherd. The objection being sustained, 
the defendants appealed. 


W. D. Pruden for plaintiff. 
L. L. Smith for defendants. 


Suepuerp, C. J. . The question presented for our consideration is, 
whether there was error on the part of the court in excluding the deed 
which was offered in evidence by the defendants. This deed purports 
to have been executed in August, 1852, by one Elisha Umphlett to 
Henry L. Eure, and was registered on 18 January, 1861. It appears 
from the certificate of probate that 1t was proved upon the oath of one 
of the subscribing witnesses before R. B. G. Cowper, deputy clerk, and 
it is insisted that as the clerk, Henry L. Eure, was the grantee in the 
said deed, his deputy could not, by reason of the interest of his princi- 
pal, take the probate thereof. 

A deputy is usually defined to be one who, by appointment, exercises 
an office in another’s right. He is regarded as an agent or servant of 
his principal, who must, as a general rule, do all things “in his princi- 

pal’s name, and for whose misconduct the principal is responsible,” 

(3) Willis v. Melvin, 53 N: C., 62; Holding v. Holding, 4 N. C., 324; 
Martin. v. Mackonochie, af R. 3, Q. B. Div., 741. “The au- 
thority given by law to a ministerial officer 1s given to the incumbent 
of the office. The authority is not given to the deputy, but to the 
principal, and is exercised by the principal, either by himself or his 
deputy.” 5 A. & E. Enc., 624. Had Mr. Cowper been authorized, as 
is held in some of the States, to take the probate of deeds by virtue © 
simply of his position as deputy, he would, it seems, have been acting 
only as an agent or servant of the clerk, and his act being necessarily 
' that of the clerk, and deriving its efficacy entirely through him, the 
probate would have been void. This result would follow, not because 
of any statutory inhibition at that time similar to the provisions of the 
existing law (The Code, sec. 104), which forbids the clerk to take the 
probate of any deed to which he is a party, but for the reason that in 
so acting he would be offending a fundamental rule in the administra- 
tion of justice, which is embodied in the maxim, “Nemo debet esse 
judex in propria sua causa.” Mr. Cowper, however, had no authority, 
merely as deputy, to take the probate of a deed, as such an act has been 
decided in this State to be judicial in its character (Shepherd v. Lane, 
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13 N. C., 148; Sudderth v. Smyth, 35 N. C., 452; Tatom v. White, 95 
N. C., 453), and it is well settled that an_ officer clothed with judicial 
functions cannot delegate the discharge of those functions to another. 
Broom’s Leg. Max., 808. Laws 1777, ch. 115 (Rev. Code, ch. 19, sec. 
19), providing for the qualification of deputy clerks, did not change 
in any respect the principle of the common law that the clerk could 
only delegate to another the performance of the ministerial functions of 
his office (Jackson v. Buchanan, 89 N. C., 74); and in respect to this 
very matter of the probate of deeds, it was held in Sudderth case, supra, 
that but for the express provisions of the act of 1829 the deputy could 
not exercise such a function. It is there explicitly held that 

such a power cannot be delegated by the clerk, but is conferred ( 4 ) 
upon the deputy by force of the statute alone. This being so, the 
conclusion would seem to be irresistible that in taking the probate of a 
deed the deputy is not acting merely as an agent or servant of the clerk, 
but is performing an independent judicial function which is vested in 
him by law so long as he occupies such an official position. 

We are, therefore, of the opinion that the authority of the deputy 
in this instance was in no way affected by reason of the interest of the 
clerk. 

There is some conflict of authority in other jurisdictions as to whether 
the deputy should sign the certificate in his own name or in that of the 
clerk, but as the decisions chiefly relate to cases in which the taking 
of a probate is held to be a ministerial act, they can have but little 
practical bearing upon the present question. According to the views we 
have indicated, the deputy (Cowper) had the authority, under the pro- 
visions of the Revised Code, to take this probate; and as it plainly ap- 
pears from the certificate that he, and not the clerk, performed this 
duty, the insertion of the clerk’s name before the words “per R. B. G. 
Cowper, D. C.,” cannot invalidate his act. 


It is forbes contended that the signature of Cowper in the capacity 
of deputy clerk was not in itself sufficient evidence of his official charac- 
ter, and that, for this reason, the deed was properly excluded. 

When the deed was proven and registered in 1859, the deputy of the 
elerk of the county court was, as we have seen, expressly authorized to 
take the acknowledgment and proof of deeds, ete. (Rev. Code, ch. 37, 
sec. 2), and the official character of such deputy was so far recognized 
that it was provided, as a prerequisite to the validity of his acts, that 
he should take an oath “to support the Constitution of the United 
States and of the State, and an oath of office.” Rev. Code, ch. ( 5 ) 
19, sec. 15; Shepherd v. Lane, supra. It is also provided in the 
same section that the clerks of the Superior and county courts “shall 
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keep their offices at the courthouse in their respective county, where, by 
themselves or their lawful deputies, they shall give due attendance, 
| and that in case of death of the clerk of any court in the va- 
saaen: his deputy shall hold the office of clerk until another shall be 
appointed, ” etc. The office of deputy clerk being thus recognized by the © 
law, as well as the authority of such officer to take the probate of deeds, 
we are unable to see why he should be excluded from the presumption 
which generally obtains respecting the due appointment of persons pur- 
porting to discharge the duties of public official positions. Accordingly, 
it has been held that “if the person taking an acknowledgment styles 
himself an officer before whom an acknowledgment may be taken, his 
certificate is prima facie evidence of the fact that he is such officer.” 
1 Devlin Deeds, sec. 500; T'uten v. Gazan, 18 Fla., 751. “The practice 
is to take a certificate which appears on its face to be in conformity 
with the statutes as proof of its own genuineness. . . . Accordingly, 
where the certificate describes the proper officer, acting in the proper 
place, it is taken as proof, both of his character and local jurisdiction.” 
1 Devlin, supra, sec. 500. In Lawson’s Presumptive Evidence, 56, it 
is said: “To entitle deeds to be read in evidence, they are required 
to be acknowledged and recorded in a certain manner. A deed 1s pro- 
duced purporting to have been acknowledged before a. justice of the 
peace. The presumption is that the register of deeds who made the 
record had sufficient evidence of the official character of the magistrate 
to entitle the deed to be recorded.” Forsacth v. Clark, 21 N. H., 409. 
To the same effect is the case of Livingston v. Kettelle, 41 American 
Dec., 166, in a note to which Judge Freeman says that ‘ ‘proof of official 
pharaciee of the officer taking an acknowledgment is not neces- 
( 6 ) sary to give it validity in the absence of any statute requiring 
such proof, if the certificate purports to have been made by an 
officer authorized by law to take acknowledgments, and is in due form, 
but the certificate itself is prima facie evidence of that fact.” Carpen- 
ter v. Dexter, 8 Wall., 513; Willink v. Miles, 1 Pet. C. C., 429; Thomp- 
son v. Morgan, 6 Minn. 299; ; Harding v. Curtis, 45 Tl, 959: Thurman 
v. Cameron, 24 Wend., 87. These authorities, as well as sensi derations 
of public policy, abundantly sustain the position that the certificate of 
the deputy clerk was, at least, prima facte evidence of his appointment 
and qualification. 
We are of the opinion that the deed should have i admitted in 
evidence, and that there should a a 
New trial. 


Cited: White v. Hill, 125 N. C., 200; Nicholson v. Lumber Co., 160 
N. O., 86; 8. v. Knight, 169 N. G., 342, 
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JOHN L. HINTON v. H. T. GREENLEAF Anp WIFE, 


Mortgaged Land Treated as Surety—Principal and Suwrety—Forbear- 
ance to Sell Principal Security, Release of Surety Property. — 


1. Where a busband mortgages his property for his debt, and in the same 
mortgage the wife conveys her own separate property as security for the 
same debt, her property so conveyed will be treated in all respects as a 
surety, and will be discharged by anything that would discharge a surety 
or guarantor who was personally liable; therefore, 


2. Where property of a wife was conveyed as additional secutity for a debt of 
her husband, and the creditor, before assigning the debt and after it was 
due, as well as the assignee of the debt, made an agreement with the 
husband to postpone the sale of the property included in the mortgage 
for a definite period, and such agreements for forbearance were made 
without the knowledge or consent of the wife, and without a distinct and 
explicit reservation of the creditor’s right to sell the wife’s property: 
Held, that the wife’s property was discharged from all liability under 
the mortgage, and the purchaser at a sale under the mortgage (being the 
assignee of the debt who made the agreement of forbearance) acquired 
only a naked legal title, and is not entitled to recover the land. 


Action to recover possession of land sold under deed of trust, ( 7 ) 
tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of 
PASQUOTANK. 

The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Chief Justice Shep- 
herd. From the judgment on a verdict for the plaintiff, defendants 


appealed. 


W. D. Pruden for plaintiff. 
Grandy & Aydlett and F. H. Busbee for defendants. 


SuepuHerD, C. J. It is settled by;abundant authority that, “where a 
husband mortgages his property for his debt, and in the same mortgage 
the wife conveys her own separate property as security for the same 
debt, her property so conveyed will be treated in all respects as a surety, 

and will be discharged by anything that would discharge a 
surety or guarantor who was personally liable.” 1 Brandt on Surety- 
ship, sec. 32; Cross v. Allen, 141 U. S., 528; Spear v. Ward, 20 Cal., 
659; Gahn v. Niemcewieg, 11 Wend., 312; Bank v. Burns, 46 N. Y., 170; 
Bishop Married Women, 604; Jones Mortgages, 114; Gore v. Townsend, 
105 N. C., 228; Purvis v. Carstarphen, 73 N.C., 575. — 

The deed in trust in the present case was made for the purpose of 
securing the payment of certain indebtedness of the husband, H. T. 
Greenleaf, evidenced by his notes, executed to C. W. Grandy, Jr. The 


5 2 


IN THE SUPREME COURT - {148 


HINTON v. GREENLEAF. 


——. 


deed conveys certain property of the said Greenleaf, and also the real 
estate of the wife, the latter alone being the subject of this contro- 
versy. It plainly appears from the said instrument that the property 
of.the wife was conveyed as additional security for the indebtedness of 
the husband, and there can be no question as to the trustee, the cestws 
que trust, Grandy, and his assignee, Hinton, being affected with notice 
thereof. There is evidence tending to show that Grandy, before as- 

signing the notes and after they were due, entered into a valid 
( 8 ) agreement with Greenleaf to postpone the sale of the property 

contained in the deed of trust for a definite period. There is 
also evidence tending to show a similar agreement on the part of Hin- 
_ton, the assignee, under which a sale of the said property was to be 
postponed four years. These contracts of forbearance were made with- 
out the knowledge or assent of Mrs. Greenleaf, and, in our opinion, re- 
sulted in a discharge of her property from all liability under the said 
deed of trust. This property occupied, as we have seen, the position — 
of a surety, and it is common learning that “‘time or forbearance given 
by the creditor to the principal debtor by a contract which binds him in 
Jaw, and would bar his action against the debtor,” will discharge the - 
surety. Bank v. Lineberger, 83 N. C., 454; Carter v. Duncan, 84 N. C., 
676; Forbes v. Sheppard, 98 N. C., 111; Scott v. Fisher, 110 N. C., 311. 


It is insisted, however, by the plaintiff’s counsel that the above prin- 
ciple does not apply to the facts of this case, because in the contracts 
of forbearance the remedy against the property was reserved. It is 
undoubtedly true that the surety will not be discharged when at the 
time of the agreement for indulgence, there is a reservation of the credi- 
tor’s rights and remedies against the surety, but such reservation must 
he distinct, explicit (Brandt, sec. 876) and unqualified. Bank v. Line- 
berger, supra. We are unable to find in the record any evidence of such 
a reservation, as it is very clear that the testimony of Greenleaf that 
“Hinton did not agree to give up the mortgage,” does not amount to 
such a reservation of the remedy against the surety property as is con- 
templated by the law. Had there been a valid agreement of that 
character, it would have amounted to an equitable discharge of the trust, 
in which event the creditor could not have reserved his right to proceed 
against the said property. Nicholson v. Revill, 4 Add. & Ell, 675; 
Kearsley v. Cole, 16 M. & W., 136. The fact, therefore that the “mort- 

gage” was not given up or discharged, is entirely consistent with 


"(9 ) the principle invoked by Mrs. Greenleaf, which principle indeed 


would have nothing to operate upon but for the contemplated 
continuance of the lability. The agreement was, in effect, to postpone 
the sale of the entire property contained in the trust. This was an 
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alteration of the original contract without the consent of Mrs. Green- 
leaf, and deprived her of her right to discharge the indebtedness at ma- 
turity, and to immediately proceed against the principal. In order to 
retain the security there should have been a clear reservation of the 
right to sell her property; but instead of doing this, the creditor, as we 
have said, entered into a binding contract with the principal to forbear 
the sale of any part of the property contained in the trust. 

We think his Honor erred in directing a verdict against Mrs. Green- 
leaf, for, if her contention be true, the assignee, Hinton, who purchased 
at the sale made by the trustee, acquired only a naked legal title and 
would not be entitled to recover. 

We will add that we have carefully narnsed the testimony and have 
been unable to find any evidence that Greenleaf, in making the agree- 
ments above mentioned, was authorized to act as the agent of his wife. 
There must be a 

New trial. 


Cited: Weil v. Thomas, 114 N. C., 201; Smith v. Loan Asso., 119 
N. C., 259; Hedrick wv. Byerly, tb., 421; Shew v. Call, %b., 
455; Sherrod v. Dixon, 120 N. C., 67; Meares v. Butler, 123 N. C., 208; 
Flemming v. Barden, 127 N. C., 215; Benedict v. Jones, 129 N. C., 
475; Smith v. Parker, 181 N. C.,, ATL; Edwards v. Ins. Co., 173 N. C., 
618; Foster v. Davis, 175 N. C., 544, 


( 10 ) 


JAMES R. HARE. y. THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF GATES COUNTY. 


Admission to Schools—White and Colored Children—Prohirbited 
Degrees—Negro Blood—Evidence. 


1. The statute (section 42, chapter 199, Laws 1889) relating to the admission 
of children into white or colored schools provides that the rule laid down 
in section 1810 of the Code, regulating marriages, shall be followed. By 
said section of the Code the intermarriage of whites with persons who 
are not beyond the third or in the fourth generation from the pure negro 

-ancestor is prohibited. Therefore a child whose great-grandparent was a 
negro of full blood is not entitled to admission into a school for whites. 


2, Where, in the trial of an action for a mandamus to compel a school com- 
mittee to admit a child into a school for whites, it became material to 
ascertain whether the grandfather of a child was a negro or a white man, 
testimony was admissible to show that the grandmother of the child was 
living with a negro about nine months before the birth of the child’s 
father. 
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3. While in doubtful cases only an expert would be qualified to testify, from: 
the appearance of a person, as to the exact proportions in which white 
and negro blood are intermingled in his veins, it is competent to show,. 
by other than expert testimony and by the appearance of a person, his: 
color and other physical qualities, that such person’s parent was a negro 
of full blood. | ' 


Manpamus to compel the Board of Education of Gates County to 
admit plaintiff’s children to the school for white children of his dis- 
trict, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of 
GATES. | 

The defendants refused to admit the children upon the ground that: 
the children were negroes and not entitled to be placed on the school | 
lst. 

It was admitted that the mother of the plaintiff was a pure-blood white 
woman, and that his wife to whom he was married, and who was the 
mother of his children, was a pure-blood white woman; that the plaintiff 
was an illegitimate child. There was evidence, not contradicted, that. 
the children were within the school age. 

J. H. Ellis, a witness for the defendants, testified as follows: “I am 
eighty-eight years old.” (Proposes to ask witness where the mother 
of plaintiff was hving about nine months before plaintiff was born. Ob- 
jection; overruled, and exception.) Witness answers: “She was living 
with Charles Jones.” Witness further testified he had known the plain- 
tiff from the time he was born until he was twenty-one years old. (Pro- 
poses to ask witness, “From your knowledge of the plaintiff, from your 
observation of him and his associations, do you say he is a white maz 

or a negro?” Objection; overruled, and exception.) Witness 
(11) answers: “I say he is a colored man. He associated with colored 
people until they would not have him.” 

Upon cross-examination witness said: “Jennie Hare, a white woman, 
was plaintiff’s mother. Charles Jones was not a white man—was a 
yellow man. . Charles Jones’s mother was a white woman—Polly Wig- | 
gins. His father was a negro,” 

Morgan, a witness for defendants, testified he had known plaintiff all 
his life. “From my knowledge of him I say he is a colored man. He 
has associated with the colored race.” | 

Upon ecross-examination, says he (witness) and Matthews were ac- 
‘cused of being the father of plaintiff; that both he and Matthews were 
white. | | 

William Eason, a colored man, witness for defendants, testified: “I 
have known plaintiff for twenty-six years. He is a colored man. He 
associated with colored people; was at our church at the mourners’ 
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bench for a week. He courted my wife; she is a colored woman. She 
and I were slaves.” 

The defendants introduced the plaintiff before the jury for their 
inspection. | 

One Jones, a witness for the plaintiff, testified he knew Charles Jones 
and Elbert Matthews; that Matthews was a white man, dark-colored; 
that Jones was a colored man, about three-fourths white; that his 
(Jones’s) mother was a white woman; his father a-colored man. 

One Matthews, a witness for the plaintiff, testified: “I knew the 
plaintiff’s mother; was present when she swore him. She swore him to 
Elbert Matthews, a white man. This was before the plaintiff was born. 
Matthews ran away, and after plaintiff was born and he found he was 
a colored child, he came back.” 

The plaintiff was introduced as a witness in his own behalf, and testi- 
fied that the children were his and bis wife’s; that his wife was a white 
woman; that twenty-five years ago, when he went to get married, | 
his mother told him Elbert Matthews was his father. (12) 

Upon cross-examination, says he has his two oldest children in 
court, and has two at home. The two at home are darker than the ones 
he has 4 in court; that they are not as dark as he is. 

Plaintiff then introduced before the jury for their inspection the two 
children. 

Upon the conclusion of the evidence the defendants agreed that the 
second and third issues, relating to alleged demands upon the board, 
should be answered “Yes, ” and the fourth issue, as to whether the matter 
in controversy had theretofore been decided, should be answered “No”; 
and that the only issue to be left to the jury should be the first. 

The plaintiff’s counsel asked, in writing, the following instructions: 

“That if they believe the evidence in this case, then the children of 
James R. Hare are not within the prohibited degrees, and are entitled 
to be placed upon the school lst for District No. 15 of the white race 
in Gates County, and the jury must answer the first issue ‘Yes.’ ” 

The court refused these instructions, and instructed the jury as 
follows: | 

“Wnder the North Carolina laws the marriage between whites and 
blacks is prohibited within the third degree, but the marriage of whites 
with persons of color beyond the third degree is allowed, and the chil- — 
dren of this marriage, or children within the third degree of children 
born as a result of this marriage, are white children, and entitled to all 
the rights and privileges of white children. The question for the jury 
in this ease is whether the children of the plaintiff come within this 
class. When a plaintiff comes into court the burden is upon him to 
show the facts necessary to prove his case. It is admitted that the 
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mother of the plaintiff was white, and that the mother of his 
(13) children 1s white. So you need not follow the line of his 

ancestors on his mother’s side. The only two names suggested 
in the evidence or argued by counsel as the father of the 
plaintiff are Elbert Matthews and Charles Jones. It being admitted he 
is an illegitimate child, there is no presumption arising as to who is his 
father. That Elbert Matthews was a white man is not denied, and if 
you find that Matthews was the father of the plaintiff, I instruct you 
to answer the first issue ‘Yes.’ It 1s not denied that the mother of 
Charles Jones was a white woman. Now, if you find that Jones was the 
father of the plaintiff—it becomes material to find who his father was— 
if you find that Jones was the father, Jones’s mother being a white 
woman, and you find that Jones’s father was a full-blood negro, then 
the children of the plaintiff would be within the prohibited degree, and 
you will answer the issue ‘No.’ If Jones’s father was only a half-blood 
negro, then this would make Jones three-fourths white, and that will 
make the children of the plaintiff white, and you will answer the issue 
‘Yes.’ If you find that neither Jones nor Matthews was the father 
of the plaintiff, then the question for you is, In what degree was the 
father of plaintiff? And in passing on this question you can consider 
the appearance of the plaintiff, the appearance of his children, the testi- 
mony of the witnesses who have testified as to his being white or black; 
and if from the whole evidence you find that the father of plaintiff 
was as much as three-fourths white, then his children are white children, 
and you will answer the issue ‘Yes.’ If his father was not as much as 
three-fourths white, you will answer it ‘No.’ And a man is three- 
fourths white when his mother is white and his father was the son of 
a white woman and black man, or a white man and black woman, or 
when his father was white and his mother the daughter of a white 
woman and black man, or of a white man and black woman.” 

The plaintiff excepted to the refusal to charge as requested, and to 
the charge as given, and to instructing the jury that the burden of proof 
was on the plaintiff. 

There was a verdict for the defendants, and judgment accord- 
(14) ingly, from which plaintiff appealed. 


L. L. Smith for defendants. 
N 0 counsel contra. 


Avrry, J. But a single question was raised by the exception to the 
charge, and that 1s, whether the Court, in any aspect of the testimony, 
should have instructed the jury that the children of the plaintiff belonged 
to the white race, and had a right to insist upon admission into the dis- 
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trict school for white children. The inference might have been drawn 
from the statement of one of the witnesses that the plaintiff’s father 
was a mulatto, while others testified that he was a negro. “All mar- 
riages between a white person . . . and a person of negro or In- 
dian descent to the third generation inclusive are void.” The Code, sec. 
1810. The statute (Laws 1889, ch. 199, sec. 42) provides, “That in de- 
termining the right of any child to attend the white or colored schools, 
the rule laid down in section 1810.of The Code regulating marriages 
shall be followed.” It is manifest that the jury, acting under the in- 
structions given them, must have found from the testimony that Charles 
Jones was the father of the plaintiff, and was a full-blooded negro. 
There was. no error in the charge of the court of which the plaintiff 
could complain. Whether we concede or deny that for the purpose of 
establishing the right of a person of mixed blood to contract a marriage 
with a white person, or gain admission into a school for white children, 
testimony tending to show that the reputed father of his father was only 
a negro of the half-blood is admissible, or that it is competent for either 
purpose to go behind the presumption that an admitted slave was a full- 
blooded negro, and attempt to show the exact proportions in which the 
Caucasian and negro blood were intermingled in his conception, in 
elther event, if the plaintifi’s father was in fact a full-blooded 

negro, as the jury must have determined that he was, his children’ ( 15 ) 
would not be beyond the third generation. This Court, in S. v. 

Chavers, 50 N. C., 11, construed the language of the old statute (Re _ 
vised Code, ch. 107, sec. 79), ‘All persons descended from negro an- 
cestors to the fourth generation inclusive,” as classifying with the 
whites only persons who were removed beyond the fourth, or belonged 
to the fifth generation. The words used in section 1810, “to the third 
generation inclusive,” must, therefore be construed to prohibit intermar- 
riage of whites with persons who are not beyond the third or in the 
fourth generation from the pure negro ancestor. The statute in refer- 
ence to schools is expressly required to be interpreted in the same way 
as section 1810 of The Code is construed, and it would follow that the 
plaintiff’s children could not rightfully demand admission into the 
schools for white children without showing that the negro ancestor was 
more remote than the father of Charles Jones, and that they themselves 
belonged to the fourth succession from such ancestor. McMullan v. School 
Committee, 107 N. C., 609; S. v. Watters, 25 N. C., 455. It will be 
observed that in the statute creating schools for the Croatan Indians, 
the exclusion extends to the fourth generation, omitting the word “in- 
elusive,” which is synonymous with “the third generation inclusive.” 
If it was material to know whether Charles Jones or a white man was 
the paternal grandfather of the children, and this was a question in dis- 
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pute, it was competent to show that their grandmother was living with 
Jones about nine months before the birth of the plaintiff. While in 
doubtful cases only an expert would be qualified to testify from the 
appearance of a person as to the exaet extent to which white and negro 
blood are commingled in his veins, it does not require any peculiar 
scientific knowledge “to be able to detect the presence of African blood 
by the color or other physical qualities of the person.” Hopkins v. 
Bowers, 111 N. C., 175; S. v. Jacobs, 51 N. C., 284. There is 
No error. 


Cited: Cogdell v. R. R., 180 N. C., 326; Ferrall v. Ferrall, 153 N.C, 
176; Johnson v. Board of Ed., 166 N. C., 478. 


(16 ) 


THOMAS A. BROUGHTON et at. y. 8. B. LANE er At. 


Feme Covert—Trust Deed—Power of Cestui que Trust to Convey 
Limited to Mode Prescribed in Deed. 


1. The power of a married woman to dispose of land held by her under a 
deed of settlement is not absolute, but limited to the mode pointed out in 
the instrument; therefore, 

2, Where land was conveyed to a trustee for the benefit of a feme covert, the 
trustee to convey the same, “if requested by her in writing,” and reinvest 
the proceeds on the same trusts, a conveyance by her and her husband, 
in which the trustee did not join, did not pass the interest held in trust 
for the feme covert. 


Action for possession of land, tried at the Spring Term, 1893, of 
Pamurco, before Bynum, J. The case agreed was substantially as fol- 
lows: 

In consideration of the money recéived from the sale of land to Sarah 
Williams, mentioned in the deed, James Norcom, on 1 November, 1856, 
conveyed to J. S. Jones, trustee, the lands described in the complaint: 
and the recitals of which are to be taken as further facts agreed. After- 
wards, to wit, on 25 October, 1859, the said Levi D. Broughton and wife 
Eliza Broughton executed a deed for a valuable consideration for said 
land to one Luther Babbitt. Jones, trustee, did not execute or join 
in the execution of any deed for said land to any person. By subse- 
quent and mesne conveyances the land came into the possession of the 
defendants. The plaintiffs are the children and grandchildren of Levi 
D. Broughton and his wife Eliza. Eliza died in 1861, and Levi on 18 
June, 1888, and this action was instituted on 27 February, .1891. 
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Eliza Broughton purchased from John Godett a tract of land on 
Trent and Thomas Creek, by deed dated 27 October, 1857, and went 
into possession thereof, and plaintiffs are now in possession of 
the same as heirs at law of Eliza Broughton aforesaid. = (17) 

The material portions of the deed of Norcom to J. S. J ones, 
trustee for Eliza Broughton, are as follows: 

“The conditions of the foregoing deed are such that, whereas, Mrs. 
Eliza Broughton, wife of Levi D. Broughton, has conveyed a tract of 
land to which she was entitled as feme sole in fee simple to Sarah Wil- 
liams, upon condition that the purchase-money received for her land 
should be invested in other lands, to be held to the same trusts and 
purposes as the lands heretofore held by her as aforesaid; and whereas, 
the said Levi D. Broughton, husband of said Eliza, has consented there- 
to, and has requested James Norcom, the grantor of the above-described 
tract of land, so to convey, and for the purposes of carrying the said 
agreement into execution, the said tract has been granted to the said 
Joseph S. Jones as trustee for the purposes aforesaid: 

“Now, it is covenanted and agreed by and between the parties to 
this indenture, that the said Joseph 8. Jones should hold the same to 
the separate use of the said Eliza, wife of said Levi D. Broughton, as if 
she were’a feme sole, and will permit her to have the use of the same 
and the profits deriving therefrom to her sole and separate use during 
her coverture with the said Levi D. Broughton, and will, if requested by 
her in writing during the coverture, convey the same and invest the 
-purchase-money in such other property as she may designate, to be 
held to the same purposes and trusts as set forth in this indenture; and 
-if the coverture should be dissolved by the death of said Levi, that then 
the said Joseph S. Jones, trustee herein, will convey said tract of land 
to the said Eliza Broughton, now the wife of said Levi, in fee simple, 
and if the coverture should be determined by the death of the said 
Eliza, wife of said Levi D. Broughton, that then the said Joseph S. 
_ Jones, trustee as aforesaid, will convey the same to the said Levi 
Broughton, her now husband, for life, with remainder to the 
children of the marriage, if there be any children, in fee simple, (18 ) 
and if there be no children living at the time of the death of 
said Eliza Broughton, wife of said Levi, then the said trustee shall 
convey to said Levi D. Broughton in fee simple.” 

The trustee, J. 8S. Jones, did not join in the deed from the Brough- 
tons to Babbitt. 

The defendants contended that inasmuch as Eliza held the lands 
which she sold to Sarah as a feme sole, the lands’ purchased with the 
proceeds of that sale should also have passed to her as a feme sole ; that 
from the whole context of the deed, it appeared that Eliza was to have 
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the sole use of the land, and to hold it as a feme sole, and that being the 
intent of the parties, it is the duty of a court of equity to put the inten- 
tion of the parties into effect. 

His Honor gave judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defendants ap- 
-pealed. 


‘O, H. Guion and W. W. Clark for plaintiffs. 
W. T. Caho and W. D. McIver for defendants. 


Avery, J. The question presented by this appeal is whether the land 
conveyed to Jones, as trustee, for the sole and separate use of Eliza 
Broughton, passed by the deed executed by her husband and herself, in 
which the trustee Jones did not join. That the power of a married 
woman to dispose of land held by her under a deed of settlement is “not 
absolute, but limited to the mode and manner pointed out in the in- 
strument,” seems to be the settled law of this State, whatever may be 
the rulings of other courts. Hardy v. Holly, 84 N. C., 661; Kemp v. 
Kemp, 85 N. C., 491; Mayo v. Farrar, 112 N. C., 66; Monroe v. Tren- 
holm, wb., 634. 

In Hardy v. Holly the feme covert was clothed with express au- 

thority to compel the trustee to sell and reinvest, and to remove 
(19) the trustee when she deemed fit, and the fund was to be held 

subject to her control or as if she were a feme sole. But her 
power as to the disposition of the property in which the trust fund 
should be invested, was, in writing, to direct the trustee to sell, ete. 

In the case at bar it was argued that the trustee should hold the land 
to the separate use of Eliza Broughton during coverture, and should, 
‘if requested by her in writing during the coverture, convey the same,” 
ete. The feme covert, Eliza Broughton, was “not only subject to the ex- 
press restrictions” of the settlement “as to the manner of exercising 
such power as was granted to her, but she was dependent upon a strict 
construction of its terms for authority to make any disposition what- . 
ever of the property embraced in it.” Mayo v. Farrar and Hardy v. 
Holly, supra. As the trustee did not join in the deed to Babbitt, and 
there is no evidence that he executed any separate conveyance by the 
request of the cestui que trust, we simply adhere to the repeated rulings 
of this Court in holding that the interest conveyed to Jones in trust 
for the separate use of Eliza Broughton did not pass by the deed of 
conveyance, in which her husband joined, to Luther Babbitt and was 
not transmitted by the subsequent conveyances to the defendants. 

Judgment affirmed. | 


Cited: Kirby v. = 116 N. C., 167; 8.c¢., 118 N. C., 257; Shan- 


NOW Vv. Lamb, 126 N. C,, 
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: ( 20 ) 
H. A. BOND, Jn., v. JACOB WOOL. _ | 


Practice—Unsigned Judgment. 


1. While, for many reasons, it is the better practice that a judgment should 
be signed by the judge, it is not mandatory nor necessary to its validity 
that it should be done, | 


2. When a judgment of the Superior Court was affirmed on appeal, an entry 
on the docket of the Superior Court, “Judgment as per transcript filed 
from the Supreme Court,” was sufficient and a termination of the action. 
The former judgment having been merely suspended, and not vacated by 
the appeal, the affirmation by the Supreme Court ended the suspension, 
and the office of the last judgment was simply formal, to direct the execu- 
tion to proceed and to carry the costs subsequently accrued. 


“Morton to assess damages on an injunction bond, heard at the Spring 
Term, 1893, of Cuowan, before Bynum, J. 

The following are the facts in the case: 

At Spring Term, 1890, of Chowan, there was a judgment dissolving 
the injunction. From this judgment there was an appeal by the plain- 
tiff to the Supreme Court. Judgment was affirmed in the Supreme 
Court. The certificate of the Supreme Court was sent down to the 
Superior Court, to Spring Term, 1891, and at that term there was en- 
tered on the minute docket the following: “Judgment as per transcript 
filed from the Supreme Court.” There was no judgment written and 
signed by the presiding judge at said Spring Term, 1891. The case 
was dropped from the docket and never placed upon the docket again 
until Spring Term, 1892, when, in consequence of. the notice of 14 
March, 1892, the clerk placed it on the civil issue docket for said Spring 

Term, 1892. 

The motion was continued until the Spring Term, 1893, when the 
plaintiff moved to dismiss, upon the ground that there was no cause 
pending in which the motion of the defendant could be made. 

The court gave judgment dismissing the motion to assess dam- (21) 
ages, and the defendant appealed. 


W. D. Pruden for plaintcff. 
F. A. Busbee and Grandy & Aydlett for Jefindlon: 


- OCrarx, J. While it is more regular aid for many reasons, the bet- 
ter course, that judgments should always be signed by the judge, it has 
been repeatedly held that this is not mandatory. Matthews v. Joyce, 
85 N. C., 258; Rollins v. Henry, 78 N. C., 342; Keener v. Goodson, 89 
N. C., 973 ; Spencer v. Credle, 102 N. C., 68. The entry on the docket, 
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“Judgment as per transcript filed from the Supreme Court,” was suff- 
cient and a termination of the action. Besides, under the provisions of 
chapter 192, Laws 1887, the former Judgment of the Superior Court 
was not vacated by the appeal—merely suspended—and the suspension 
was ended by the affirmation of the judgment by the Supreme Court. 

The subsequent judgment in the Superior Court added no validity to 
the former Judgment of that court, nor to the judgment in the Supreme 
Court. Its office was simply formal, to direct the execution to proceed 
and to carry the costs a Subsoquennly accrued. 

No error. 


Cited: Range Co. v. Carver, 118 N. ©., 388; Wool v. Bond, ib., 2; 
Brown v. Harding, 170 N. C., 261; Land Co. ¥. Chester, 1b., 400; Me- 
Donald v. Howe, 178 N. 0. 958, 


JOSIAH MIZELL v. JOSEPH B. RUFFIN. 
Description in Deed, Void for Uncertainty. 


1. A deed conveying a “portion of grantor’s cypress timber” on certain swamps 
is void for uncertainty, and such uncertainty is not cured by an immedi- 
ately subsequent condition that the grantor “may retain from this timber 
enough for his farm and building purposes.” . 

2. The rules of legal construction will not admit of a surmise as to the prob- 
able intention of a grantor contrary to the purport of his words. 


(22) Action for damages for breach of warranty, tried before 
Hoke, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of Berri. 

The plaintiff introduced in evidence a deed from one Holloman to 
J. B. Burden, also a deed from J oseph Burden to J. B. Ruffin, the de- 
-fendant, dated February, 1871, conveying to the said Ruffin, his heirs 
and assigns forever, a portion of his (the grantor’s) timber on Ahoskie 
and Loosing swamps. Following this clause was the following: “The 
conditions of this deed are that the said Joseph W. Burden and his 
heirs may retain from this timber enough for his farming and building 
purposes.” Also a deed from Joseph B. Ruffin, the defendant, to the 
plaintiffs John Mizell and John C. Britton, dated i in 1874, conveying 
“all the eypress timber on Ahoskie and Loosing swamps, formerly 
owned by Joseph W. Burden, except that portion retained by the said 
Burden when sold to Joseph B. Ruffin; that porticn excepted by the 
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said Burden is just enough for his farming and building purposes.” 
The deed contained a clause of general warrauty, for a breach of which 
this action was brought. 

There was evidence that the lands mentioned in-the deeds and in the 
complaint were the same; that the defendant Ruffin, after his purchase, 
had cut a part of the timber on the place, until he sold to the plaintifis 
in 1874; that the plaintiffs then under the deed to them from the de- 
fendant, cut and manufactured the timber until 1890, just before this 
suit was brought, when they were forbidden to cut more by one Wynns, 
who claimed under Burden by deed subsequent to that from Burden 
to Ruffin, sufficient in form, from said Burden, and that said Wynns has 
since cut some of the timber, and that plaintiff desisted from further 
cutting because forbidden by said Wynns, and brought this. action for 
breach of warranty. | 

It was also admitted that the timber was on Ahoskie and Loosing 
swamps—being the swamps mentioned in the deed from Burden 
to Ruffin, and it did not appear in evidence that Burden owned ( 23 ) 
any land on said swamps other than that mentioned in the deeds 
offered in evidence. | 

It was contended by sides a the deed from Burden to Ruffin 
was too indefinite and that nothing passed by said deed, and that, there- 
fore, the title of the subsequent grantees from Burden was superior, 
and that the ordering said plaintiffs not to cut said timber, and the tak- 
ing possession of the same by Wynns under his deed from Burden, was 
a breach of defendant’s warranty which these plaintiffs might main- 
tain this action. 

The court held that the true construction of the deed from Baie 
to the defendant Ruffin was to convey all of the timber of Burden on 
said swamps, except enough for his building and farming purposes, 
and on the whole evidence no breach of said warranty was shown 
which would entitle these plaintiffs to recover. _ 

In deference to this holding and opinion of the court, the plaintiffs 
submitted to a judgment of nonsuit and appealed. 


W. D. Pruden for plaintiffs. 
F. D. Winston for defendants. 


Crarx, J. The deed from Burden to Ruffin conveyed “a portion of his 
cypress timber on Ahoskie and Loosing swamps.” This is void for un- 
certainty, for it does not appear what portion 1s conveyed. Harrison v. 
Hahn, 95 N. ©., 28; Blakely v. Patrick (the “buggy case”), 67 N. C., 
AO; Atkinson v. Graves, 91 N. C, 99; McDaniel v. Allen, 99 N. C., 135. 
‘Nor is this helped out or rendered more certain by the condition which 
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immediately follows, that the grantor and his heirs “may retain from 
this timber enough for his farm and building purposes.” The relative 
pronoun “this” refers to its antecedent, which is the “portion” which 
is attempted to be conveyed. But if the reservation was out of the whole 

body of the timber, the “portion” conveyed would still remain 
(24) indefinite. It may or may not be that the grantor intended to 

convey all his timber, except that reserved, but it is clear that 
. such is not the plain meaning of the words used, and the rules of legal 
construction will not admit of a surmise of the probable intent of the 
grantor contrary to the purport of his words. The subsequent deed 
given by Burden to Wynns is admitted to be sufficient in form. 

There has been a breach of the warranty given by Ruffin to the plain- 
tiffs, for which they can maintain their action. Whether the defend- 
ant is protected by the statute of lmitations, or has other adequate 
matter of defense, is not now before us. 

Error. 


Cited: Britton v. Ruffin, 120 N. C., 88; York v. Westall, 143 N. C., 
281, 


J. C. GALLOP vy. WILLIAM F. ALLEN & CO. 


_ Practice—Action to Set Aside Judgment of Justice of the Peace— 
Injunction. 


An action in the Superior Court will not lie to vacate and set aside and enjoin 
the execution of an irregular and voidable judgment of a justice of the 
peace where no fraud is alleged, the proper remedy being a motion before 
the justice who rendered the judgment, or his successor in office, to set 
aside the judgment, or a writ of recordari in the nature of a writ of false 
judgment in the Superior Court. 


Action, commenced in the Superior Court of Curriruck, to vacate 
and set aside, as null and void, a judgment rendered by a justice of the 
peace of said county in favor of the present defendants and aguas the 
plaintiff in this action. 

The complaint alleged that the summons in the action before the 
justice was served upon this plaintiff on 5 September, 1892, returnable 
on the next day at the courthouse in said county before the justice 

named; that this plaintiff, then defendant, was sick on the re- 
(25) turn day and could not attend at the place of trial; that there- 
upon the cause was continued for his absence, and for further 
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hearing, but that no notice was given him of the time or place for the 
further hearing, and that he heard nothing further of the matter unti] 
a few days before this action was begun, when he was notified by the 
sheriff of said county that said sheriff had an execution in his hands. 
against said plaintiff, who was the defendant. in said execution, upon 
a judgment rendered by said justice in said action on 27 September, 
1892, at Shawboro in said county, a place other than the courthouse. 
This plaintiff alleged in his complaint, used as an affidavit, that he had 
‘a meritorious defense to the said action. A restraining order was made 
returnable before Bynum, J., at chambers in Elizabeth City on May 
2, 1893, upon which return his Honor dissolved the restraining order 
and dismissed the application for an injunction, for want of jurisdic- 
tion, and the plaintiff appealed. 


Grandy & Aydlett for plaantip. 
No counsel contra. 


MacRaz, J. Assuming the affidavit of the plaintiff to be true, the 
judgment rendered by the justice was irregular and voidable. 

The remedies open to defendant in that action, the plaintiff herein, 
were a motion before the justice who rendered the judgment, or his 
successor in office, to set aside the judgment, or a writ of recordar? in 
the nature of a writ of false judgment in the Superior Court. 

If it had been alleged that the judgment was obtained by fraud, an 
action to set it aside would have been the proper procedure. 

The subject has been so recently discussed and explained that it will 
be unnecessary now to do more than refer to King v. R. R#., 112 N.C, 
318, and Whitehurst v. Transportation Co., 109 N. C., 342. As 
an action did not lie to vacate the judgment, his Honor prop- ( 26 ) 
erly dissolved the i order and denied the application 
for an injunction. : 


Affirmed. 


R. C. CHERRY v. MACK LILLY. 
Practice—Jurisdiction—Waiver of Objection by Appearance and Plea. 


Irregularity of service is waived by appearance and plea in bar; therefore, 
although a summons issued by one justice cannot be made returnable 
before another, except in cases provided by statute to that effect; yet, if 
the person served with process so issued appear and, instead of moving 
to dismiss, enter a plea in bar, he will be deemed to have waived the 
objection. 
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Appzat, at May Term, 1893, of Beaurort, from Bynum, J., upon an 
appeal by the plaintiff from a justice of the peace, before whom both 
the plaintiff and the defendant appeared in person and by attorney.. 

In the Superior Court the defendant, for the first time, moved to 
dismiss the action, because the summons was issued by A. Mayo, a justice | 
of the peace, and made returnable before O. H. P. Tankard, another jus- 
tice of the peace of the same township. The latter justice tried the 
action below, and the defendant there did not move to dismiss. The 
court granted the motion to dismiss, and plaintiff appealed. 


W. B. Rodman for plaintiff. 
C.F. Warren for defendant. 


MacRasz, J. There is this distinction between the present case and 
that of Williams v. Bowling, 111 N. C., 295, wherein it was held 
(27) that a summons issued by one justice of the peace cannot be 
made returnable before another, except in cases provided by 
statute to: that effect. In the former, the defendant appeared and an- 
swered, submitting to the jurisdiction of the justice before whom the 
summons was returned. In the latter, thé defendant appeared and 
moved to dismiss, and the justice properly dismissed the action. 

Here both justices had jurisdiction of the subject-matter of the ac- 
tion, but the defendant was brought into court by irregular process. He 
could have moved to dismiss, but he chose to submit to the jurisdiction 
of the justice, entered his pleas and went into the trial, and made no ob-_ 
jection to the jurisdiction of the justice until after the case had been 
brought by appeal into the Superior Court. It is somewhat like the 
case of West v. Kittrell, 8 N. C., 493, where a suit was carried from 
the county to the Superior Court by consent of parties, and not by ap- 
peal, and it appeared that it was a ease in which the Superior Court 
had concurrent jurisdiction with the county court of the subject-matter 
of the proceeding; and the petition and plea being entered in the Su- 
perior Court, that court had Jurisdiction as if the suit had never 
been in the county court. 

In the case before us the action was entered upon the docket, the de- 
fendant appeared, the peace were noted, and without objection the 
trial proceeded. 

The justice who tried the action acquired cohen, not by the i ir- 
regular process issued by another justice, but by the appearance and 
plea of the defendant. As in the case of McMinn v. Hamualton, T7 
N. C., 300, where the court had jurisdiction of the subject-matter of 
the action, but the venue was wrong, it was held that the objection must 
be taken in apt time. If the defendant pleads to the merits of the ac- 
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tion he will be taken to have waived the objection. See also, Morgan v. 
Bank, 93 N. C., 352. —- 

An entirely analogous case is Moore v. R. R., 67 N. GQ. 209, 
where it was held that the clerk of the Superior Court of one ( 28 ) 
county has no right to issue a summons returnable to the Su- 
perior Court of another county, but irregularity of service is waived by 
an appearance and answer in bar. 

Error. | J udgment Reversed. 


Cited: Davison v. Land Co., 118 N. C., 370; Riley v. Pelletier, 134 
N. C., 318; Rutherford v. Ray, 147 N. C,, 216. — 


=D. MARKS & SON y. M. D. BALLANCE. 


Jurisdiction of Justice of the Peace—Separation of Items of Account 
after Consolidation of Same in Statement Rendered to Debtor. 


When a creditor having items of account contracted by a debtor at different 
dates consolidates them and renders a statement to the debtor, claiming 
the round sum, to which the debtor makes no objection, the creditor can- 
not afterwards separate the items so as to sue on them pepareie before 

a justice of the peace. | 


Acton on open account, tried, on appeal from a justice of the peace, 
before Bynum, J., at Spee Term, 1893, of Hynz. | 

It appeared that 3 in May, 1891, the defoudant purchased of plaintiffs, 
on sixty days time, a bill of goods to the amount of $95.98, and in Octo- 
ber, 1891, he purchased, on sixty days time, a second bill of goods to the 
amount of $210.67, on which was credited a payment of $68, leaving 
a balance of $142.67. After both bills became due, to wit, on 3 Janu- 
ary, 1893, the plaintiffs rendered a statement to defendant. showing a 
balance of $238.65 to be due them, to which the defendant made no ob- 
jection. Payment having been refused, the plaintiffs brought two ac- 
tions—one on each of the above-mentioned bills. The defendant — 
pleaded to the jurisdiction of the justice of the peace, and asked (29 ) 
that the action be dismissed. 

Upon the above statement of facts it was agreed that if the judge 
should be of opinion that the justice of the peace had jurisdiction, 
then the judgment of the justice of the peace should be affirmed; other- 
wise, that the two actions should be dismissed. , 
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The court being: of opinion that the plaintiffs had the right to sue 
on each separately, and that the justice of the peace had jurisdiction, 
rendered judgment accordingly, and the defendant appealed from the 
judgment rendered in each case. 


J. E. Mann for amiss 
Thomas G. Skinner for defendant. 


BurweE.u, J. We think that the matter involved in this appeal is de- 
termined in Hawkins v. Long, 74 N. C., 781. 

The plaintiffs have seen fit to consolidate the items of their account 
against the defendant, and to deduct therefrom the items of credit, - 
and having rendered to the defendant a statement, in which they struck 
a balance and claimed that round sum as a debt, are bound thereby, un- 
less the defendant has objected to such statement, and this he has not 
done. On the contrary, he has assented to the rendered account, im- 
pliedly, by his failure to object thereto, and expressly by his pleas in 
the two actions brought against him, thus making himself bound with 
the plaintifis by this account stated. Upon the facts agreed, the two 
actions should have been dismissed. 

Error. Reversed. 


Cited: Stimpson v. Elwood, 114.N. C., 529; Copeland v. Tel. Co., 186 
N.C., 13. — 


( 30 ) 
J. B. BONNER v. D. C. STYRON. 


Mortgage—Application of Proceeds of Sale Under to ee Debdt, 
with Consent of Mortgagee. 


1. While a mortgagee iat apply the proceeds of any part of mortgaged prop- 
erty on the mortgage debt, if the mortgagor instructs him so to do or if 
no instructions are given, and he is not at liberty of his own accord to 
apply such proceeds on another debt, yet if the mortgagor consents or 
directs that such application shall be made, and it is so made, the mort- 
gagor cannot be allowed to say that an application of his money made 
at his, request or on his demand was a misapplication; therefore, 

2. Where, in the trial of an action to recover possession of for the purpose of 

_ selling personal property which had been mortgaged, together with cotton 
belonging to the defendant and his sons, it appeared that the plaintiff had 
' received from the defendant sufficient cotton to discharge the debt for 
which it and the personal property were security, but had applied the 
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proceeds to the credit of another and unsecured debt of defendant, and 
‘there was conflicting testimony as to whether such application was made 
with the consent and by the directions of the defendant, it was error in 
the court to charge the jury that, although defendant assented to such 
application, unless the sons assented thereto the debt for which the cotton 
was security would be deemed satisfied. 


Action to obtain possession of personal property in order to sell the 
same to pay two certain mortgages, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, 
at February Term, 1893, of Beaurorr. 

From the judgment upon a verdict for the defendant the plaintiff ap- 
pealed. | | 

-The pertinent facts are set out in the opinion of Associate Justice 
BurweEt.. : | 


W. B. Rodman for plaintiff. 
Chas. F. Warren for defendant. 


BurwEL., J. The personal property in controversy in this ac- (31) 
tion belonged, it seems, to the defendant D. C. Styron, and was 
assigned to the plaintiff by two separate mortgages, one given in 1889 
to secure a debt of about one hundred and sixteen dollars, and one given 
in 1890 to secure a debt of seventy-five dollars. The first mortgage or 
lien was signed by the defendant and his two sons, and gave to the 
plaintiff, to secure the debt therein mentioned, a lien not only on the 
defendant’s property here in dispute, but also on certain cotton which 
was the joint property of the three mortgagors or lienors. The second 
mortgage, executed by the defendant alone, as stated above, assigned 
to plaintiff his crop of cotton as well as the property described in the 
complaint. 

The defendant in his answer averred that both of the debts had been 
paid, and upon the trial introduced evidence that tended to show that 
there had been delivered to plaintiff on account of these secured debts 
eotton of sufficient value to extinguish them, if the proceeds had been 
applied to their satisfaction, and that the cotton so delivered was the 
cotton covered by the mortgage or lien. 

_ The plaintiff admitting that he had received some cotton from the 
defendant, testified that with the consent of the defendant and indeed 
at his request, he had applied a portion of the proceeds of the cotton 
delivered to him as aforesaid on debts due to him from the defendant 
other than those secured by the two mortgages above mentioned, but 
there was no evidence that the sons of the defendant, who were jointly 
liable with him for the debt of one hundred and sixteen dollars, had 
in any way assented to or ratified such application of the proceeds of 
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The plaintiff, among other instructions, asked his Honor to charge the 
jury “that though the plaintiff received enough of the joint property 
of the obligor to extinguish the debt, yet he could, by the request or 
consent of defendant, apply the proceeds of this joint property to 

other purposes than the payment of this bond, and while it 
(32) might extinguish the security and debt as to S. W. and H. 8. 

Styron and their property, it would leave it operative as to 
.D. C. Styron and his separate property.” | 

This instruction was refused, and the jury was told that if they 
found the fact to be that defendant and his two sons raised the cotton 
of 1889, and the cotton was carried to plaintiff by one of them, and 
plaintiff knew it was the cotton of the three, and that it was the cotton 
covered by his mortgage, then, although defendant assented to the ap- 
plication to another debt of a part of the proceeds thereof, unless they 
found the fact to be further that the two sons assented to the appli- 
cation of the proceeds to another debt, they should find that the first 
debt was paid. 

We think that there was error in refusing the instruction for which 
the plaintiff asked. 

While it is true that a mortgagee who receives the proceeds of any 
part of the mortgaged property must apply such proceeds on the mort- 
gage debt, if the mortgagor instructs him so to do, or if no instructions 
are given him, and he is not at liberty of his own accord to apply such. 
proceeds on another debt, yet if the mortgagor consents or directs that 
such application shall be made, and it is so made; he will not be allowed 
to say that an application of his money, made at his request or on his 
demand, was a misapplication. 

This being conceded, it seems to us to follow that if the defendant 
agreed that the proceeds of a part of the mortgaged cotton, the prop- 
erty of himself and his sons, should be diverted from the mortgage 
_ debt and used to extinguish other liabilities of his, he will not be per- 
mitted thereafter to deny his authority to do what he has seen fit to do, 
nor to question the validity of an act done by another at his instance. 
As to him and his property, this appropriation to other debts must be 
sustained. . 

Error. | : | New trial. 


Cited: Tes v. Manley, 154 N, C., 247. 
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(33 ) 


JACOB WOOL v. TOWN OF EDENTON, 


Mandamus—Duty of Municipality—Riparian Owner—M isjoinder of 
, Partves. 


1. Where a statute (section 2751 of The Code) provides that an incorporated 
town shall regulate the line on deep water in front of the lands of pro- 
-prietors to enable the latter to erect wharves, etc, thereon, the per- 
formance of such duty may be compelled by the courts. 


2. Where in an action against a town corporation to compel it to regulate the 
line of deep water in front of plaintiff’s land the complaint alleged that 
the defendant did undertake to locate the line but that said line did not 
extend to deep water, nor did it regulate the deep-water line as required 
by law, a demurrer by defendant that it appears from the complaint that 
the defendant had fully Pere its duty in the premises was ee 
overruled. 


8. The joinder of unnecessary parties is. not a ground of demurrer. 


Action, heard on complaint and demurrer before Bynum, J., at 
Spring Term, 1893, of Cowan. 

The plaintiff, as "the owner of a lot of land in the town of Edenton, 
fronting on Edenton bay, sought by his action to compel the location 
by the town authorities of the deep-water line in front of his property — 
as provided by section 2751 of The Code. The action was brought 
against the individual members of the board of councilmen, as well as 
against the “Board of Councilmen.” One allegation of the complaint 
was as follows: 

“That the board of councilmen of said town did on e -. day of 
March, 1888, undertake to locate the said line of deep water in front 
of the property of plaintiff above described, but that in fact the line 
so located does not extend to the deep water of Edenton bay, nor does 
it regulate the deep-water line as required by law, and if plaintiff be 
precluded from going further than the line so attempted to be 
fixed, he will not be able to enjoy the use of his riparian rights.” ( 34 ) 

The individual members of the board of councilmen demurred 
to the complaint on the ground that they as individuals had no con- 
nection with the matter, and owed no duty to the plaintiff, while the 
board of councilmen demurred upon the following grounds: | 

“1, It appears from complaint that the councilmen of Edenton did 
in March, 1888, fix the line to which plaintiff might enter, and it does 
not appear that plaintiff made any objection thereto, but acquiesced i in 
same, until this suit was begun. 

“2. It appears the board has regulated the line to which he might 
enter, and there is no allegation of fraud or collusion. 

“3, For that in law these defendants are the fudges in snide 
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said ine and it appears that they have regulated same, and their dis- 
cretion cannot be controlled by the court.” 

His Honor overruled the demurrer, inasmuch as the complaint did 
not allege that the town had regulated the line of deep water, but only 
that it had undertaken and failed to do so as required by law, and de- 
fendants appealed. 


F. H. Busbee and Grandy & Avaiis for plasntzff. 
W. D. Pruden for defendants. 


Suepuerp, C.J. It is provided by The Code, sec. 2751, “that persons 
owning lands on any navigable sound, river, etc., for the purpose of 
erecting wharves on the side of the deep water thereof, next to their 
lands, may make entries of land covered by water adjacent to their own, 
as far as the deep water of such sound, river, ‘etc., and obtain title as in 
other cases. . . . and when any such entry shall be made in front 
of the lands in any incorporated town, the town corporation shall regu- 

late the line on deep water to which entries may be made.” The 
_ (35) performance of the duty thus imposed upon the town corporation 

may be compelled by the courts (Wool v. Saunders, 108 N. C., 
729), and it is for this purpose that the present action is brought. The 
complaint alleges that defendant did “undertake to locate the said line 
of deep water in front of the property of the plaintiff, . . . but 
_ that in fact the line so located does not extend to the deep water of — 
Edenton Bay, nor does it regulate the deep-water line as required by © 
law.” It is further alleged that the plaintiff has demanded that the 
defendant “extend and regulate the said line to the deep water of the 
said bay,” and that the defendant has refused to take any further ac- 
tion. It is insisted upon demurrer, that it appears from the complaint 
that the defendant has fully performed its duties in the premises, and 
that the action should be dismissed. 

We cannot assent to such a conclusion, and are of the opinion that 
his Honor was correct in overruling the demurrer. The law requires 
that the town shall “regulate the line on deep water,” and it is expli- 
ceitly alleged that this duty has not been performed, and that in fact 
the line does not extend to the deep water. We are aware of no princi- 
‘ple which authorizes us to presume that the defendant has performed a 
plain statutory duty in the face of such admissions as are contained in 
these pleadings. : 

As to the joinder of unnecessary parties, it has frequently been de- 
cided that it is not a ground of demurrer. Burns v. Ashworth, 72 
N. C., 496. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S.c¢., 115 N. C., ct anid 117 N. C., 3; Abbott v. Hancock, 123 
N. C., 103. 26 
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(36 ) 


H. G. WILLIAMS & CO. v. JOHN 8. HODGES ET AL. 
Stoppage in Transitu—P ossession of Consignee. 


1.. Where there is an actual or constructive delivery of goods to the purchaser 
before demand of the vendor the right of stoppage in transitu is at an end. 


2. If the carrier, by reason of an arrangement with the consignee or for any 
cause, remains in possession, but holds the goods only as the agent of the 
consignee and subject to his order, such possession is the possession of 

. the consignee. | | 


CLAIM AND DELIVERY, tried before Bynum, J., at Spring Term, 1893, 
of Braurort, upon case agreed, the ace set forth in which were sub- 
stantially as follows: 

The plaintiffs, merchants doing busine ess in Norfolk, Va., on 17 De-- 
cember, 1892, on the order of the defendant Hodges, a Hisvohant doing 
business in Washington, N. C., sold and shipped to the latter certain 
articles of personal property, delivering the same to the Old Dominion 
Steamship Company, a common carrier between Norfolk and Wash- 
ington. The goods arrived at Washington on or about 20 December, 
1892, and were placed in its warehouse, where they remained until the 
begining of this action, excepting one package, which was delivered, 
on the order of Hodges, before 28 December, 1892. Hodges was oe 
solvent at the time of the sale of the goods, but his insolvency was un- 
known to the plaintiffs or to himself. 

On 28 December, 1892, Hodges executed a deed of frit to his co- 
defendant Chauncey, whereby he conveyed to him all of his goods and 
personal property in trust to pay the debts of said Hodges, the deed of 
trust including, and being intended to include, the goods claimed 
by plaintiffs. Immediately upon the execution of the assign- ( 37 ) 
ment the defendant Chauncey went to the said company, and, 
through one of its employees, a night watchman, who then had charge 
of the warehouse and its contents, including these goods, directed the 
said goods to be put on storage for him. The next day, to wit, 29 
December, 1892, Chauncey went to the agent of the said transportation 
company and a the freight on the goods and asked the agent of the 
company to move them to another warehouse owned by the said agent, 
and to put the same on storage. The agent said that the other ware- 
house was full, but that he would store them for him in the warehouse 
where they then were, and Chauncey directed him so to do, and the 
goods were left in the said warehouse with the agent of said company, 
together with other goods described in the trust, and both Chauncey | 
and the agent of said company considered them as stored for Chauncey, 
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and charged him storage thereon from that day, to wit, 29 December, 
1892. 

On 30 December, 1892, the plaintiffs Gemanded of the carrier com- 
pany that the goods be delivered to them. The company, through its 
agent, disclaimed any property in the goods, and stated that it held’ 
them for and subject to the order of the defendant Chauncey. At the 
time of the demand the goods had not been removed from the warehouse 
in which they were first placed, and have not since been removed. On 
31 December, 1892, the plaintiffs instituted their action of claim and 
delivery, and in their affidavit stated that the defendants were in pos- 
session of the goods and wrongfully detained them. The goods having 
‘been seized by the sheriff, they were replevied by the defendant Chaun- 
cey, who.at the time of the trial held them in the warehouse of the car- 

rier company. : 
- His Honor adjudged the defendant Chauncey the owner of and en- 
titled to the possession of the goods, and the plaintiffs appealed. 


(38) W. B. Rodman for defendants. 
No counsel contra. 


_ SuepxerD, C. J. The principles governing this case are fully discussed 
in. Farrell v. R. R., 102 N. C., 390, and it is well established that if 
there be an actual or constructive delivery of the goods to the purchaser 
before the demand of the vendor, the right of stoppage en transitu is at 
an end. In this case there was no actual delivery, but according to the 
statement of facts agreed there was an express agreement between 
the carrier and the assignee of the vendee that the former should hold 
the goods on storage as the agent of the latter. The goods were no 
longer in transitu, and the rights of the plaintiffs were, therefore, de- 
feated. The doctrine that the goods must come to the “corporal touch” 
of the vendee, as was once said by Lord Kenyon, has long been exploded. 
“Tf the carrier, by reason of an arrangement with the consignee, or 
for any cause, remains in possession, but holds the goods only as an 
agent of the consignee and subject to his order, this is the possession 
of the consignee.” 1 Pars. Cont., 603; 2 Benjamin Sales, sec. 1117; 2 
Addison Cont., sec. 600; Whitehead v. Anderson, 9 M. & W., 517. 

The adement must be 

Affirmed. 
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7 —( 39 ) 
MOLLIH DAVENPORT vy. W. L. GRISSOM, Executor oF 
ELIZABETH HYATT. 


: Practice—Appeat fem. Justice's J udgment when to be Docketed—Drs- 
cretion of J udge. | 


1. An appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace rendered more than 
ten days before the next ensuing term of the Superior Court should be 
docketed at that term, and an attempted docketing at a subsequent term 
is a nullity. In such ease the court properly held that the appeal was 
not in the Superior Court, and that plaintiff appellant could not take a 
nonsuit. 


Ze Although, where an appeal from a justice of the peace is regularly docketed 
in due time in the Superior Court, and proper notice of the appeal has not 
been given, a judge may, in his discretion, permit notice of appeal to be 
then given, yet he has no discretion to revive an appeal lost by delay and 
to permit the same to be docketed at a subsequent term to the one to 

~ which it should have been returned. 


3. The power given by chapter 443 of the act of 1889 to the appellee to docket 
a ease at the first term of the Superior Court, if the appellant does not, 
and to have the judgment affirmed, is a privilege granted to the appellee 
only, and the appellant can draw no argument eeamel pppellee from his 
failure to use it. 


oe from a justice of the peace, heard at the May Term, 1893, of 
Beavurort, by Bynum, J. 

The defendant, through his attorney, Chaien F. Warren, who had 
entered a special appearance only, moved to dismiss the plaintiff’s ap- - 
peal, on the ground that the same should have been docketed at May 
Term, 1892, of the Superior Court, which was the next term after the 
action was tried before the justice of the peace, whereas it was not 
docketed until November Term, 1892, of said court. Upon acorns 
of the motion, the clerk of the court testified as follows: 

“The term of the Superior Court next after the trial of this action 
before the justice of the peace, on the twelfth Monday after the first 
Monday in March, being 30 May, 1892, no return to the notice of ap- 
peal from the justice was delivered to me until after the expiration of 
the time. Consequently the case was not docketed at said time. After 
the expiration of the time, and before the beginning of the next Fall 
Term, which began twelfth Monday after first Monday in September, 
1892, ‘the plaintiff caused his appeal to be docketed, and it apres on 
the docket for said Fall Term, 1892.” 

In reply, plaintiff’s counsel stated that the facts were, as could 
be made to appear by affidavit of the justice of the peace who 
tried the case, that both plaintiff and defendant appealed; both appeals 
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(40) were taken in apt time; that he made up the returns to both 
, notices of appeal prior to the May Term, 1892, of the Superior 
Court; that, according to his recollection, the papers were misplaced 
in his office and could not be found by him until after the May Term, 
1892; that the plaintiff had no knowledge of the papers being misplaced. 
Upon this the plaintiff insisted the court had a discretion to refuse the 
motion to dismiss. The court held that he had no such discretion, and 
that he would dismiss the appeal as a matter of law, and the plaintiff 
excepted. Plaintiff, after the motion, to dismiss was made, and before 
the same had been decided by the court, asked to be allowed to take 
nonsuit. The court refused this motion, and the plaintiff excepted. 
The court thereupon gave Judgment dismissing the appeal, and the 
plaintiff excepted and appealed. | 


J. H. Small and W. B. Rodman for plaintiff. 
Charles F. Warren for defendant. 


Crarxk, J. The judgment by the justice having been rendered more 
than ten days before the next ensuing term of the Superior Court, the 
appeal should have been docketed at that term. The Code, secs. 876, 
877, 880 and 565; Ballard v. Gay, 108 N. C., 544. 

The attempted docketing at a subsequent term was a nullity, and the 
Judge properly held that the case was not in the Superior Court, and 
that the plaintiff appellant could not take a nonsuit. To permit such 
course would have been to allow the appellant to avoid the effect of his 
delay in bringing up the appeal in proper time, and to institute a new 
action. The policy of the law, as said by Avzry, J., in Ballard v. Gay, 
108 N. C., 514, is to “require litigants to be diligent in prosecuting ap- 

peals from justices of the peace, and to prevent parties from 
(41) using such as a means of causing useless delay.” This is cited 
and approved in State v. Johnson, 109 N. C., 852. 

Nor did the Judge err in holding that he had no discretion to permit 
the appeal to be docketed at a subsequent term to the one to which it 
should have been returned. The appellant had his remedy (if in no de- 
fault) by an application for a recordart at the first ensuing term of the 
Superior Court after appeal taken. Boing v. Ravlroad, 88 N. C., 62. 
It is true that when proper notice of appeal is not given in a case tried 
before a justice of the peace, if the appeal is regularly docketed in due 
time in the Superior Court, the judge may permit notice of appeal to 
be then given, though the exercise of the discretion is not encouraged. 
State v. Johnson, 109 N. C., 852; Sondley v. Asheville, 112 N. C., 694. 
But that is where the case is on docket, and the appellee has not been 
delayed. It does not recognize the right to revive an appeal lost by 
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delay, and to permit the same to be docketed at a subsequent term of 
the Superior Court. 

The Act of 1889, ch. 443, permitting the appellee to docket hs case 
at the first term of the Superior Court, if the appellant does not, and 
have the judgment below affirmed, merely extends to that court the 
provisions of Rule 17 in the Supreme Court. It 1s a privilege to the 
appellee, and the appellant can draw no argument against appellee from 
his failure to use it. Ballard v. Gay, supra; Wilson v. Seagle, 84 N.C., 
110. 

No error. 


Cited: Pants Co. v. Smith, 125 N. C., 590; Johnson v. Andrews, 132 
N. C., 380; Johnson v. Reformers, 135 N. C., 386; Blaw v. Coakley, 
136 N. C., 407; Sutphin v. Sparger, 150 N.'C., 518; McKenzie v. De- 
velopment Co., 151 N. C., 278; Peltz v. Batley, 157 N. C., 167; Abeld v. 
Power Co., 159 N. C., 349; Jones v. Fowler, 161 N. C., 355; Tedder v. 
Deaton, 167 N. C., 480; Barnes v. Saleeby, 177 N. C., 259 


( (42) 
ALFRED SAWYER v. C. W. GRANDY. 


Practice—Testimony as to Transactions with Deceased Persons—Hand- 
writing—tlrrelevant Testimony. 


1. Although, under section 590 of The Code, a party to an action may not 
testify to the actual execution, by the deceased person whose administra- 
tor is a party, of a paper-writing constituting a personal transaction be- 
‘tween him and the deceased, yet he may testify to the handwriting of 
the deceased, if he can. 

2. Where a paper-writing, alleged to be a contract between plaintiff and the 
intestate of the defendant, was introduced in evidence on the trial, it was 
error to allow the plaintiff to testify that he himself signed the paper. 

3. Where a paper-writing, not ambiguous in its terms, alleged to be a contract 
between plaintiff and the intestate of defendant, was introduced on a 
trial, its construction was a question of law for the court, and evidence 
as to the declarations of the deceased tending to contradict or explain the 
same was incompetent and immaterial on either side. . 


Action, tried before Bynum, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893, 
of CaMDEN. 

The plaintiff brought his action as surviving partner, alleging that — 
at the time named the plaintiff and T. S. Berry were copartners, doing — 
business under the firm name of T. S. Berry; that said firm had large 
dealings with defendants Grandy & Son, commission merchants, and that 
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said Grandy & Son now have in their possession the sum of $1,025, 
- which is due and owing to the plaintiff as surviving partner of the said 
firm; that T. 8. Berry is dead and plaintiff is winding up the business 
of the firm, and has made demand on said defendants for the payment 
of the said sum, and that said defendants have refused to pay the same 
to plaintiff, | 

The defendants Grandy & Son answer, denying all knowledge of the 
alleged copartnership, admitting the dealings between them and T. S. 
Berry, and that they have for the credit of T. S. Berry the sum of $1,- 

100.63, and averring their readiness to pay over the same to the 
(43) persons entitled thereto. They allege further, that the fund in 
their hands is claimed by one O. G. Pritchard, as administrator 
of T. 8. Berry, deceased, and that they are advised that said Pritchard 
should be made a party to this action. They admit demand and refusal. 

Pritchard was permitted to make himself a party defendant, and the 
defendants Grandy & Son were allowed to pay into the court the fund 
_ in their hands to the credit of T. 8. Berry. Pritchard filed his answer, 
alleging that he is the administrator upon the estate ob IT. 5S. Berry, de- 
ceased, denying the alleged partnership and claiming the fund. 

So it appears that the contention is now between the plaintiff and 
O. G. Pritchard, administrator of T. S. Berry, deceased, and the ques- 
tion. is whether plaintiff is the surviving partner of the alleged partner- 
ship; in other words, whether plaintiff and Berry were partners, as 
alleged in the complaint. 

The plaintiff offered in evidence the following paper-writing: 


Norrn Carotrsa—Camden County. 


Agreement is this day entered into between T. S. Berry, of the one 
part, and Alfred Sawyer, Jr., of the other part, both of the county of 
Camden and State of North Carolina, as follows, to wit: The said 
T. 8. Berry is now selling goods at Belcross, and has employed the said 
Alfred Sawyer, Jr., as a clerk to superintend the said store as long as 
the said Berry chooses to employ him; and the said Sawyer is to have 
for his services one-half (12) of all the profits the said store makes 
after paying all expenses of the said store; and further, the said Sawyer 
is to day one-half (14) owner of all the goods, moneys, accounts, notes, 
etc., that belong to the store; and further, the said Berry is not to make 

any charges as rent for said store, warehouse or dwelling house 
(44) where the said Sawyer now lives. For this and his daily ser- 
vice his compensation is equal division of profits with the said 
Berry. 
Witness our hands and seals, this 30 May, 1891. 
| T. S. Berry. (Seal.) 
. 82 A, SAWYER. (Seal.) 
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The plaintiff being then offered as a witness in his own behalf, was 
permitted to testify that he was acquainted with the handwriting of 
T. S. Berry, and that both the body of the paper and the signature re- 
ferred to were in the handwriting of T. 8. Berry. And to this defend- 
ant objected and excepted. | 

Witness was then asked who signed the name of A. Sawyer to the 
paper, and answered that he himself signed it. This question and 
- answer were objected to by the defendant. 

The plaintiff then offered several witnesses who testified without ob- 
jection to the declarations made by T. S. Berry tending to show that 
he and plaintiff were partners. 

The defendant Pritchard introduced as a witness one Wright, and 
offered to show by him declarations made by T. S. Berry after the date 
of the paper, denying the partnership, and tending to show his indi-. 
vidual ownership, and that the plaintiff was only his clerk. The plain-— 
tiff objected. The objection was sustained, and defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the plaintiff, and defendant 
appealed. 


Grandy & Aydlett for plaintiff. 
J. Heywood Sawyer for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The Code, sec. 590, declares that upon the trial of an 
action a party interested in the event shall not be examined as a witness 
in his own behalf against the administrator of a deceased person, con- 
cerning a personal transaction or communication between the witness 
and the deceased person. 

The paper offered as evidence of the contract of partnership 
purported to be the memorial of a transaction, or the transaction (45 ) 
itself, between the plaintiff and the deceased person, against 
whose administrator the action is now being pressed. It has often been 
held that while under this section the plaintiff is incompetent to testify 
to the actual execution of the paper by the deceased, he may testify to 
the handwriting of deceased, if he can. 7 
In Rush v. Steed, 91 N.-C., 226, the Court, while adhering to this 
construction of the statute, calls‘the distinction a very fine spun one, 
but the reason of the act as stated by Mr. Justice Reade in Hallyburton 
v. Dobson, 65 N. C., 88, seems to justify it: “There could never be a 
recovery against an unscrupulous party if he were permitted to testify 
where it would be impossible to contradict him; the statute ought to 
be construed in view of this mischief.” 

If plaintiff had been permitted td testify that he saw Berry sign 
the paper, it may have been impossible to contradict him, but he 
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simply swears to the handwriting of deceased, and the matter is en- 
tirely open to contradiction, if defendant can furnish it, by others who 
are acquainted with the handwriting of deceased. _ | 

We are unable to make the distinction between the testimony of the 
plaintiff as witness to the actual signing of the instrument by deceased. 
and by himself, for the deceased: might be the only person who could 
have testified to the contrary, if plaintiff had been permitted to testify 
to the fact of the signing; and we think, upon the authorities cited, that 
his Honor erred in admitting this testimony. | 

The plaintiff relying upon the paper-writing as the contract of 
partnership, evidence of declarations of deceased seems to have been 
incompetent and immaterial on either side, as tending to contradict or 
to explain a written instrument, the construction of which is a question 


‘of law for the Court. | 
Error. New trial. 


Cited: Bright v. Marcom, 121 N. C., 87; McHwan v. Brown, 176 
N. C., 252; In re Saunders, 177 N. C., 157. 


(46) | | 
DANIEL MURRAY ef aL. v. WILLIAM BERRY ev at. 


Contempt—Summary Process for Enforcement of Rights When 
Another Remedy HExists—Discretion of Court. 


1. Whenever the law affords any other adequate remedy by which a party can 
enforce his rights, the proceeding by attachment for a contempt is always 
in the discretion of the court, and a refusal to exercise it cannot be re- 
viewed on appeal; therefore, 

2. Where an alleged order cf court is so binding.on respondents in a summary 
proceeding for contempt that it enjoins them, under pain of being liable 
for contempt, from bringing suit to recover land, the refusal to issue the 
summary process of attachment will not be reviewed, since that same 
order of court will be effective, if pleaded, to bar respondents’ recovery, 
and will protect complainants in their rights. 


Morton to attach defendants for contempt in disobeying an order of 
the court of Equity of Hypr, made in 1830, heard before Bynum, J., 
at chambers in Hypz, June, 1892, 

The rule was discharged, and plaintiff Windley, guardian, pene 

The pertinent facts are set out in the opinion of Associate J ustice 
Burwell. | 
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W. Bz Roanan and Chas. F. Warren ie plaanteff. 
W. W. Clark for appellees. 


Burwety, J. The law of contempt 18 aed in this State by 
statute. The Code, ch. 14. Among the acts for which persons may be 
punished in this summary manner is “the wilful disobedience of any | 
process or order lawfully issued by any court.” 

His Honor, upon consideration of the affidavit filed by thé com- 
_ plaimants aaa the answer of the respondents, adjudged that they 
had “purged themselves of and from any contempt” of that ( 47 ) 
court, and discharged the rule, and taxed the compluneuts with 


- gosts.. 


The errors assigned are that the judge erred (1) “In holding that 

the defendants had purged themselves from the contempt in the dis- 
obedience of the restraining order made-in the original cause”; and 
(2) “In not holding that the restraining order was disobeyed, and in 
not finding the facts relative to the same.” — 
_ In Repalje on Contempt, sec. 9, it is said: “The right of a party 
aggrieved by the act of the contemnor to have process issue against him 
is not absolute; on the contrary, whenever the law affords any other 
adequate remedy by which such party can enforce his rights, the pro- 
ceeding by attachment for a contempt is always within. the discretion 
of the court, ate a refusal to exercise it cannot be reviewed on appeal 
or writ of error.” | 

In Wyatt v. M agee, 3 Ala., 94, the Court dismissed an appeal from 
an order discharging a rule for an alleged contempt in disobeying an 
injunction, and pointed out the distinction between those cases where, 
as in decrees for specific performance, the surrender of title deeds, etc., 
the party has no method to enforce his rights, ascertained by the decree, 
except by the summary process of attachment in contempt (in which 
class of cases it is hardly to be supposed that any court would ever re- 
fuse to enforce obedience to its decree), and those cases where; the party 
having another means of redress, the principal object is the maintenance 
of proper respect for the tribunal. In this latter class of cases it is 
there said that it is certainly to be “permitted to the Chancellor to 
hesitate whether he ought not to refuse to commit for a contempt, and — 
leave the parties to their remedies at law.” ~ 

It was charged against the respondents that shige had disobeyed an 
imperative order of the court of Equity of Hyde, made in 1830, 
in a cause to which their ancestor, Hosea Berry, then an infant ( 48 ) 
was respondent, by which order, it was alleged, the said Berry 
and all persons claiming under him “were enjoined from setting up 
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any claim” to certain land which the complainant there averred had 
' been pear to him by the mother of Hosea Berry by proper deed, 
which deed, as well as the book in which it had been registered, had _ 
been destroyed. And the act of disobedience specially charged was 
that the heirs of Hosea Murray, respondents here, had, in 1889, in- 
stituted an action to recover a portion of said land, and in 1890 had 
begun proceedings to have partition made of another portion, they as- 
serting title only as heirs of Hosea Berry, both in the action and the 
proceeding for partition. 

The respondents insist in their answer that they have done nothing 
that in any way violates any order of court that is binding on them, 
and that there is no decree or order of the court of equity that prevents 
them from asserting, by proper action, their title to the land in question. 
They disavow any intention to defy the authority of the court, and set 
out with fullness and particularity the reasons that induce them to be- 
lieve that there is no injunction order that has the force claimed for it 
by complainants. 

Now it seems very clear that if there is any record that is so binding 
on the respondents that it enjoins them, under pain of being hable for 
contempt, from bringing suit to recover the land, that same order or 
decree will be effective, if pleaded, to prevent them from recovering 
the land, and will surely protect the complainants in their rights. 

His Honor, in the exercise of his discretion, refused to attach the 
respondents for contempt. His refusal to exercise that power cannot 
be reviewed here. He has only determined that the very complicated 
controversy, the particulars of which are set out in the affidavit of com- 
plainants and the reply of respondents, should not be determined in this 
summary manner, and that the issue between the parties can be more 
properly tried in the action pronent by respondents than in a proceeding 
such as this. 

Let the appeal be 

Dismissed. 


(49 ) 


SAMUEL G. SPENCER v. GEORGE W. HAMILTON. 
Breach of Contract—Measure of Damage—Evidence. 


1. Where one violates his contract he is liable only for such damages as are 
caused by the breach, or such as, being incident to the act of omission or 
commission, aS a natural consequence thereof, may reasonably be pre- 
sumed to have been in the contemplation of the parties when the contract 
was made. 
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2. Where, upon the trial of an action to recover rent in which the defendant 
set up a counterclaim for damages caused by plaintiff's breach of con-. 
tract, it appeared that as a part of the contract of leasing the land the 
lessor had agreed to have certain ditches cleared out, and by reason of 

’ his failure to do so the land was flooded and the crop lessened, evidence 
as to the effect which such failure had upon the crop and to what extent 
it was damaged thereby was competent as affording a basis to the jury 
for the measurement of the damages sustained by the defendant by the 
breach of contract. 


3. In such case the true measure of damages is not what it would have cost 
the defendant himself to clear out ditches, but the defendant’s loss by 
having to work an undrained instead of a drained farm. . 


Action to recover rent of a farm, heard before Bynum, J., and a jury, 
at Spring Term, 1893, of Hype. 

“The defendant set up a counterclaim for breach of contract on the 
part of the plaintiff to have certain ditches and canal on the land 
cleaned out. 

Upon the trial the defendant proposed to ask of one witness hat 
effect the failure to clean out the ditches and canal had upon the crop, 
and to what extent it was damaged thereby; and of another what was 
the difference in the yield of the land by reason of the failure to put 
the ditches and canal in order and the consequent flooding, and the 
yield if such ditches and canal had been put in order according to 
plaintiff’s contract. The plaintiff objected to the question upon 
the ground that the measure of damages to which defendant was ( 50 ) 
entitled, if any, was not the difference between what he would 
have made had the ditches and canal been put in order and what he 
did actually raise, but what. it would have cost the defendant to have 
them put in proper condition, according to the contract of plaintiff. The 
objections were sustained, and defendant excepted. 

His Honor instructed the jury that if the plaintiff contracted with 

defendant to put the ditches in order, or to furnish money to have such 
work done, and he failed to do so, the measure of damages would be 
what it would have cost defendant to have the work done, and would 
not be the difference in value of the crop raised upon the land as it 
was, and the crop which would have been raised had such ditches and 
- eanal been put in order. 
The jury, in their verdict, found that the plaintiff had failed to per- 
‘form his contract in regard to the ditches and canal, and allowed de- 
fendant twenty-five dollars damages. From the refusal of this motion 
for a new trial, defendant appealed. | 


W. B. Rodman for plaintrff. 
Ohas. F. Warren for defendant. 
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Crarx, J. “Where one violates his contract, he is liable only for 
such damages as are caused by the breach, or such, as being incidental 
to the act of omission or commission, as a natural consequence thereof, 
may reasonably be presumed to have been in the contemplation of the 
parties when the contract was made. This rule of law is well settled, 
but the difficulty arises in making its application.” Pearson, J., in 
Ashe v. DeRossett, 50 N. C., 299. There was evidence that defendant — 
leased the land for $100, and as a part of the contract of leasing, the 
lessor was to have certain ditches cleaned out, and by his failure to do 

so the land was flooded and the crop lessened. Here it was in 
(51) contemplation of both parties that the cleaning out of the 
ditches was essential to the making a full crop, and that the 
failure to do so would lessen the production. The question, therefore, 
what effect the failure to clean out the ditches and canal had upon the 
crop, and to what extent it was damaged thereby, was competent, as 


giving some light to the jury in measuring the damages sustained by 


defendant by breach of the contract by lessor. The difference between 
the crop made and what would have been made if the ditches had been 
cleaned out, does not exactly measure the loss, as it would have cost 
something to. house the additional yield. The true test is how much 
was the net yield of defendant’s cropping for the year lessened by the 
failure to put the land in the condition stipulated for by the lessor. 
The decreased production was an important factor in arriving at that 
conclusion. The difference in profit and yield between land drained 
and not drained was clearly in contemplation of the parties in ‘making 
the contract. | 
In telling the jury that the difference was what it would have cost 
defendant himself to clean out the ditches, the court below erred. It 
is true the defendant might have put the ditches and canal in order, 
and if so he could have charged the lessor with the costs thereof. This 
would have been the better course; but perhaps he was not able. At 
any rate, he was not legally called upon to do this. It was the lessor . 
who contracted to rent a drained farm, and the defendant’s loss by hav- 
ing to work an undrained farm instead is the measure of damages. 
Sledge v. Reid, 73 N. C., 440, is not analogous. That was a case of 
tort for wrongfully taking a mule. The primary loss was the value of - 
' the mule, and that the taking him hindered the plaintiff in making a 
crop was purely incidental and the damage to the crop was too remote. 
This case is more like Mace v. Ramsey, 74 N. C., 11, but differs from 
it in that here the farm was rented and the enterprise proceeded with; 
but its profitableness was impaired by the failure of the Tessor 
- (52) to do the draining after the lessee had proceeded with his farm- 
ing operations relying upon the lessor’s stipulation. As in Mace 
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v. Ramsey, we may say, “This case is easily distinguishable from Foard 
v. R. R., 58 N. C., 235; Ashe v. DeRossett, 1b., 240; Boyle v. Reeder, 
23 N. C., 607, and Sledge v. Reid, 73 N C., 440, and similar cases, in 
that in those cases the damage was incidental and unforeseen, or merely 
_ vague, uncertain and conjectural. And in this they are immediate, 
necessary and reasonably certain, and such.as were in the contempla- 
tion of the parties to the contract.” 

#Hrror. 


Cited: Herring v. Armwood, 130 N. C., 181; Willams v. Tel. Co., 
136 N. C., 84; Owen v. Meroney, vb., 478; Machine Co. v. Tobacco Co., 
144 N. C., 4238; Ober v. Katzenstein, 160 N. C., 441; Tomlinson v. 
Morgan, 166 N. O,, 561; Guano Co. v. Livestock Co., 168 N. C., 451; 
Carter v. McGill, 510 N. C., 511; eney v. Kime, 169 N. C., BAL. 


W. C. MARRINER y. JOHN L. ROPER LUMBER COMPANY, 
Unaccepted Draft or Order—Agency—Exceptions to Charge. 


1. No liability attaches on an wnaccepted order in favor of payee or his 
assignee against the drawee or his principal. 

2. J. & W., contractors for Roper Company, were in the habit of paying off 
their workmen with orders on one B., who would pay the same and charge . 
them- up to Roper Company. Books of blank ‘orders were furnished 
J. & W. by Roper Company. In an action against Roper Company by 

an assignee of one of such orders which was unaccepted, it was error to 
instruct the jury that defendant was liable if the plaintiff had been moved 
to take an assignment of the order hecause of his knowledge that such 
orders had always theretofore been paid by the drawee acting as agent 
for the defendant, and that defendant had furnished to J. & W. a book 
of such blank orders to be filled in and signed by J. & W. 

3. Exceptions to the charge, although not taken at the trial, can be set out 
by appellant by his case on appeal. The Code, sec. 412 (8),.and Rule 27 
of the Supreme Court. ; 


Apprat from justice of the peace, heard fas Bynum, J., and a 
jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of Wasuineron. 
_ There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and from the judgment 
thereon the defendant appealed. . ( 53 ) 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Associate 


Justice Clark. 
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A. O. Gaylord for plaintiff. 
W. D. Pruden for defendant. 


Crarx, J. This is an action by the assignee of an unaccepted order > 
against the alleged principal of the drawee. The drawee was one 
Blount, designated in the order as “Company Store.” His habit was 
to pay in goods all orders drawn on him by Jewett & Wilson which con- 
tained the request in the body thereof, “charge to account of John ab. 
‘Roper Co.” At the end of each month these orders would be added 
up, and Jewett & Wilson would give Blount a draft for the sum thereof 
upon the defendant, who would be allowed by Blount a discount of — 
twelve and one-half per cent for paying the same. These orders were 
given by Jewett & Wilson to such of their hands as they did not pay 
in cash. The orders did not purport to be signed by them as agents of 
the Roper Lumber Co. The only evidence from which such agency 
could be inferred was the request in the order to charge to said com- | 
pany, and the agency was expressly negatived by the evidence of both 
plaintiff and defendant, which was that the relation of the drawers, 
. Jewett & Wilson, to the defendant was that of contractors sawing and 
shipping lumber to the said Roper Lumber Co., which was under no 
obligation to pay such orders, except when indebted to the drawers. It 
may be that Blount was agent for the defendant; but that is imma- 
terial, as is also the inquiry, whether the defendant was indebted to 
drawers when the order was refused payment by Blount. The order 
not having been accepted, no lability in favor of payee or his assignee 

could attach to the drawee nor of course to his principal. The 
(54) remedy was hy an action against drawers, either on the dis- 
honored order or upon the original count for work and labor 
done. The court told the jury that no contract had been shown be- 
- tween the assignee (or payee) of the order and the defendant. But it 
charged that the defendant was liable if the plaintiff had been moved 
to take an assignment of the orders because of his knowledge that such 
orders had always theretofore been paid by Blount, acting for the de- 
fendant, and that the defendant had also furnished a book of these 
printed blank orders, which were filled in and signed by the drawers, 
Jewett & Wilson. This could give neither the payee nor his assignee any 
greater claim upon the drawee Blount than the holder of a protested check 
would have upon a bank because it had always theretofore paid the 
checks of the drawer, which the holder had theretofore taken, believing 
it good. Nor would it make any difference that the check was filled in 
upon a printed blank taken from a check book furnished the drawer by 
said bank. Whether the Roper Lumber Co. was or was not the princi- 
pal of the drawee, it cannot be made liable since the drawee was not. 
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As to the objection that exceptions to the charge were not taken at 
the trial, it has been held sufficient under the statute (The Code, sec. 
412 (8), and under Rule 27 of this Court), if they are set out by ap- — 
pellant in preparing his case on appeal. Lowe v. Hiliott, 107 N. C., 
718; Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), page 383, and cases there cited. 

Error. 


Cited: Howell v. Mfg. Co., 116 N. C., 818; Bank v. Bank, 118 N.C., 
786; Bank v. Hay, 143 N. 0, 336. 


hoes ( 55 ) 
W. W. LEWIS vy. JOHN L. ROPER LUMBER COMPANY. 


Constructive Possession—Boundaries of Land—Grant of Island, What 
Passes by—Low-water Mark—Evidence. — 


1. Where an island in an unnavigable stream or in a swamp is granted by 
the name by which it is generally known, it is not necessary to run or 
call for lines and corners, the low-water margin of the island being more 
durable and preferable, as a certain description, to courses and distances. 

2. By the grant of an island, designated by the name by which it is generally 
known, all of the land surrounded by water at the low-water mark passes. 
Sudden accretions are not added to it, and when nature no longer marks 
the original line it is competent to prove by the testimony of living wit- 
nesses, or competent declarations of persons deceased, where the line was 
located when the land was granted. 

8. The declarations of a deceased person as to the original low-water line of 
an island, made ante litem motam, and when declarant was disinterested 
(though an adjacent landowner), are competent evidence to show the 
location of the lines. 

4, Where, in the trial of an issue relating to the location of the original mar- 
gin of an island, there was testimony showing that trees had been marked, 
and one had disappeared, it was competent to show that another had been 
marked to show where the former stood. 


Action to recover damages for trespass to realty, tried before Hoke, 
J., and a jury, at Special Term, 1892, of Wasuineron. 3 
Plaintiff claimed under certain deeds introduced by him extending 
back to 1817, and connected himself with these. It was admitted title 
was out of State, being included in bounds of Grant No. 447, and also 
in the Ann C. Blount deeds, under both of which the defendant claims. 
No lines, marks or corners are given in plaintiff’s deeds, the descrip- 
tion in said deeds being “Canary, 107 acres, more or less”; “Canary 
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Island, on east side of Kendrick’s Creek”; “Canary tract, near head of 
Lee’s mill-pond, containing 100 acres, more or less.” Kendrick’s Creek 
and Lee’s mill-pond proved to be same stream. Plaintiff showed 
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(56) that he and those under whom he claimed had been in the actual 
possession and continuous occupation of fourteen acres of said 


- Jand, having such amount under fence for the last fifty years, claiming 


to own same under his said deeds, and had during such time exercised 
various acts of ownership and possession upon other parts of the 
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locus in quo-at different points from time to time, such as ( 57 ) 
cutting wood, building roads, selling and moving timber, ete., 
claiming to own property ander his said deeds. 

Defendant introduced Grant No. 447, dated November 20, 17 $8, ad- 
mitted to cover locus wm quo, and introduced a line of deeds to connect 
defendant with such patent. 

Oral testimony was also offered by both plaintiff and ichndant 
which is sufficiently adverted to in the opinion of Associate J ustice 
Avery. 

_ The defendant made the following exceptions to rulings of court on 
questions of evidence: 


1. On examination-in-chief, witness Abbott, the surveyor, testifies for - 


defendant: Had stated in answer to a question by defendant that plain- 
tiff Lewis had stated to him on survey that a certain cypress, claimed to 
be and now marked as a corner, had been so marked by said plaintiff. 
On cross-examination said witness was allowed to state that said plain- 
tiff in said conversation, and as a part of same statement, had said he 
had so marked said cypress near.location of an old corner now down, 
and to perpetuate its. place. , 

Defendant’s objection overruled, and defendant excepted. | 

2. A witness, Chesson, in testifying to the location of the Beach 
corner, had stated that it was pointed out to him by Jordan Volivay 
as a corner of Lewis’s Canary tract. Jordan Volivay was admitted to_ 

be dead, and before litigation. 

Defendant objected to evidence because it had appeared that said 
defendant owned land adjacent to locus in quo. Overruled, and de- 
fendant excepts. 

Defendant requested court to charge jury as follows: 

1. That plaintiff has had under fence about fourteen acres ae the 
land claimed by him, and as to that land his rights are admitted. But 
plaintiff also insists that he is the owner of all the land. within the 
boundaries claimed by him at the time of the alleged trespass— _ 

(1) Because the possession of the said fourteen acres extends 
by construction the possession of the plaintiff to the entire land ( 58 ) 
within the boundaries named by him. 

(2) Because the various acts of ownership and possession stated by 
him and his witnesses are sufficient to give him title and possession to 
the same. To establish these positions the plaintiff must show that he 
claimed up to known and visible boundaries, and the court charges you 
that the plaintiff has failed to show such known and visible boundaries - 
as are required by law, and you must answer the first issue, “No.” 

The court, after stating nature of controversy and position of parties 
on matters excepted to, charged the jury as follows: 
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“Plaintiff shows no grant for land to him or those under whom he 
claims, but contends his title is perfected by continuous occupation un- 
der a deed and claim of right. When title out of State by grant, a title 
can be perfected by adverse possession for seven consecutive years under 
claim of right open and notorious, and under a deed having known and 
visible lines and boundaries. 

“If jury believes evidence, plaintiff has been in possession of a house 
and field on said land under a deed since 1826, actually occupying house 
and cultivating field, and was so occupying under a deed describing land, 
in some of his deeds as Canary, and in some of his deeds as Canary 
Island. I¢ is claimed by plaintiff that these terms in his deed as Canary 
and Canary Island give to his tract such definite description, and the 
boundaries, as proved by him, so define and mark out a claim as to be a 
tract of eaowa and visible ues and boundaries, and covers claim in 
solid red lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8. Defendant contends that Canary 
and Canary Island was the smaller tract in red dotted limits; that the 
term itself meant a smaller tract of fourteen or fifteen acres, under 
plaintiff’s fence; and that beyond the fence there are no marks or 

boundaries to indicate extent of plaintiff’s claim, nothing to 
(59) warn the true owner that his limits were being occupied under 
an adverse claim, nor the extent of boundary of such claim. 

“The usual terms of the law and requirements are that the deed should 
describe the land and boundaries—boundaries that would indicate to the 
true owners its nature, location and extent of the land claimed under 
the deed, and warn such owner that his lands were being trespassed 
upon. If the courses and natural boundaries of Canary were of such 
a character and sufficiently numerous so to define and point out the 
plaintifi’s claim—sufficient to make the adverse claim and occupation 
open and notorious, open and visible to the true owners in the exercise 
of ordinary diligence—then the continuous occupation of the plaintiff 
or his father for seven continuous years, in such boundaries and under 
deed having such description, would perfect their title to the boundaries 
of the deed, and answer to issue should be yes. And this would be true 
even if the lines running from corner to corner were not marked. But 
if Canary or Canary Island was the smaller tract, or amount under 
fence, or if the outer boundaries of plaintiff’s claim were not open and 
visible, not sufficiently plain and numerous to point out and mark this 
tract, informing the true owner of its nature and extent, then the owner- 
ship of plaintiff would be confined to his actual occupation, under 
fence, and answer of jury should be only of portion under fence.” 

There was verdict for plaintiff, and defendant moved for new trial— 

(1) On his exceptions on questions of evidence above pointed out. 

(2) Refusal of court to give instructions as requested by him. 

Ad 
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_ (8) To the portion of charge as given and set out in case. 
Motion refused, and ee on verdict for plaintiff, and defend- 
ant appealed. 


A. O. Gaylord a pleinteff. 
W. D. Pruden for defendant. — ( 60 ) 


Avery, J. It is admitted that the title to the land in controversy has 
passed out of the State, and that the plaintiff and those under whom 
he claims have had an actual possession, including about fourteen acres 
enclosed under fence, for about fifty years. In order to establish cer- 
tain lines and corners claimed as the boundaries, and to show con- 
structive possession up to them, the plaintiff, W. W. Lewis, offered the 
deed of his father, William Lewis, to himself, dated 7 May, 1854, con- 
veying a tract of land described as “Canary, containing 127 acres”; 
the deed of Clarissa Leggett to said William Lewis, dated 20 September, © 
1827, and conveying a tract of land described as “Canary Island, East 
Kendrick Creek”; also a deed from Henry Hardy to William Lewis, 
dated 26 August, 1828, and conveying a tract of land described as 
“Canary Island, 100 acres, more or less.” There were two older con- 
veyances offered also—one describing the tract conveyed as “Canary,” 
the other as the “East Lee Mill-pond Covant tract, 100 acres, more or 
less.” The plaintiff contended that he had offered testimony tending 
to show that the tract of land was known both as “Canary” and “Can- 
ary Island,” which were generally understood to mean the same tract; 
that it lay adjacent to Kendrick’s Creek or East Lee mill-pond, which 
two names described the same body of water, and tending also to desig- 
nate the known boundaries of the island and to point out corners, which, 
as points upon lines, would indicate the exact location of the boundary 
around the whole tract. The defendant admitted that the plaintiff had 
acquired title to his enclosure, but contended that he had not offered suffi- 
cient evidence to go to the jury upon the question of the location of the 
lines. The plaintiff testified that the description Canary or Canary 
Island was used to describe a tract of land which was more definitely 
designated in two ways—(1) by certain corners at different angles on 
the outside boundary; (2) by including “the high land sur- 
rounded by the dismal.” It was in evidence also that the water ( 61) 
originally extended to some of these lines and corners, but had 
receded:on account of the more recent drainage. The witness testified . 
that one Volivay pointed out the lines that included the high lands 
bounded by the dismal. Though there was conflicting evidence as to. 
the extent of the high lands, still there was testimony tending to show 
that the lines pointed out by Volivay, the owner of an adjacent tract, 
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was the original high land not covered by the water at its ordinary 
height, though it was in evidence that not more than one and a half 
acres, including the plaintiff’s dwelling house, was above the high-water 
_mark in great freshets. The plaintiff testified that the corners shown 
by himself to the surveyor were on the margin of the high land, as 
pointed out by Volivay, and marked angles on the original water-line. 
In the absence of any evidence as to corners, the court might have left 
the question of the location of the boundary lines claimed by the 
plaintiff upon the declaration of Volivay that it was governed by the 
original extent of the high lands or land not covered by the dismal. 


When an island in an unnavigable stream or in a swamp is granted 
by the name by which it is generally known, it is not necessary to run 
or call for lines and corners. The low-water margin of the island is 
esteemed more durable and preferable, as a certain description, to 
courses and distances. Tiedman, sections 836 and 838. 


The testimony of the plaintiff is clearly susceptible of the construc- 
tion that the deceased declarant, Volivay, had pointed out the original 
low-water line, which is still indicated by corners marked at some of 
the angles along said marginal line, though subsequent drainage may 
have caused the water to recede and leave a larger area uncovered in 
the ordinary condition of the swamp. Such enlargement of the original 
island by artificial means was not an accretion that inured to the 

plaintiff’s benefit, and, if not, it was competent as in all 
(62) such cases to show the original low-water line as defining 

the limits of the island when granted. Tiedman, section 685 
et seq.; Malone Real Property, 253. It is not necessary to cite au- 
thority to show that by the grant of an island, designated by the name 
by which it is generally known, all of the land surrounded by water at 
the low-water mark passes. When once it does so pass, sudden accretions ' 
are not’ added to it, and when nature no longer marks the original line. 
man may prove by oral testimony of living witnesses or competent 
declarations of persons deceased where the land was located when the 
land was granted. —— a 

Without passing upon the sufficiency of the proof of course and 
distance offered, we think, therefore, that there was testimony upon 
which the jury might have located Canary or Canary island by the 
original extent of the high lands. The question whether the greater 
weight’ of testimony was upon the one side or the other was not one 
addressed to the court below, and is not to be considered by us. How- 
ever, the boundaries of his deed may be ascertained, when located the _ 
law presumes that the plaintiff claimed up to them. MeLean v. Smith, 
106 N. C., 172; Ruffin v. Overby, 105 N. C., 78. 
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The plaintiff testified that the declarations of Volivay were made 
ante litem motam and when Volivay was disinterested, and this was not 
denied. Though he was an adjacent landowner at the time, his declara- 
tions were nevertheless competent. Bethea v. Byrd, 95 N. C., 809; 
Dugger v. McKesson, 100 N. C., 1; Fry v. Currie, 103 N. C., 208. 

For the reasons given, we think that there was no error in submit- 
ting the question of the extent of the plaintiff’s boundary to the jury. 
The testimony as to the marking of corner trees was competent, if for 
no other purpose, as corroborative evidence to show that marks were 
made to indicate the margin of the original island, and when one tree, 
originally marked, had disappeared, it was competent to show that 
another was marked to designate where it had stood. There was. . 

No error. 


Cited: Sullivan v. Blount, 165 N. C., 10; Shannonhouse v. White, 
171i N. C., 20. 


( 63 ) 


THOMAS L. MITCHELL et at, v. R. M. BRIDGERS ET at, 


Trespass-—Constructive Possession—Sufficiency of Description of Land 
—Errors in Certificate of Probate—Instructions to Jury. 


1. A description contained in a devise of land as follows: “My Manner planta- 

tion and all the lands thereunto belonging, containing 520 acres, by deed, 

and also all my right, title, and claim in and to a tract of land 

that I lately entered, bounding on the mill-pond, and adjoining sundry 
persons, agreeable to said entry or patent,” is sufficiently definite. 


2. “Constructive possession” is such a possession as the law carries to the 
owner by virtue of his title only, there being no actual occupation of any 
part of the land by anybody. And the fact that lands held under “deeds 

by metes and bounds” are “almost entirely covered by water” will not 

__- prevent the application of the doctrine of constructive possession. | 

3. Where a trespass was committed by cutting timber on a pond appurtenant 
to plaintiffs’ mill, which had been used by them and those under whom 

they claimed for fifty years, under deeds embracing within their bound- 
aries the land covered by the water, as well as that on which the mill was 
— located, plaintiffs must be deemed to have actual possession of the whole, 

. except such part as should be in the actual possession of another. 

4, Requests for instructions to the jury not based on evidence are properly 
refused. 

5. Where, in the certificate of probate of a deed, an error manifestly clerical 
occurs, such error will not render the probate: insufficient to warrant 
registration of the deed.. 
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_ 6. No seal is necessary to the validity of a contract for the sale of land, but 
under section 26 of chapter 37 of the Revised Code such contract was 
required to be registered, and since by section 16 of said chapter, any 
instrument required or allowed to be registered may be given in evidence, 
the registry of such contract was properly received in evidence. 


7. Where in an action of trespass there was judgment for plaintiffs, and some 

of the defendants were shown not to have committed any trespass on or 

’ to have asserted any claim to the land trespassed on, the judgment will 
be modified by excluding such defendants from the judgment. 


(64) Action to recover damages for trespass on land, tried before 
Hoke, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1893, of ‘Barri. 

Answer denied plaintiffs’ title and denied the ‘trespass, 

The land was described in certain deeds by metes and bounds, and 
was almost entirely covered by the water of plaintiffs’ mill-pond, and it 
was proved that the pond was appurtenant to the mill, which had been 
used by plaintiffs and those under whom they claimed for fifty years or 
more under the deeds exhibited. Some of them give definite metes and 
bounds, as will appear by the face of the deeds, the description running 
in an oblong direction up the swamp for a distance of nearly two miles 
or more above the mill. | 

The alleged trespass was committed by going on the pond and cutting 
and carrying off certain timber trees near the run of the swamp by de- 
fendants a short while before this action was commenced. 

There was some evidence tending to show the survey as made would 
at one point of the plat run on the high land away from the swamp so 
as to take in an old field that had for many years been cultivated by 
defendants and those under whom they claimed. This was not at the 
point of the trespass and would not affect the right to recover for same, 
if land was located, but was used by defendants as a circumstance 
tending to show that plaintiffs had not properly located their land, 
and the same could not be located by the deeds and evidence offered. 

There was also evidence tending to show that all the courses called 
for in the grant and deeds were gone, and none were found on the 
survey except two—a cypress stump and a gum at the upper end of the 
tract—and there was also evidence tending to show that these, the 
stump and gum, were known, marked and ascertained courses of the 
plaintiffs’ grants and deeds.. 

There was also evidence tending to show where the begin- 

( 65) ning course Was supposed to be, but nothing there to locate or 
identify it. 3 

On cross-examination of one witness, derandants had shown. some 

evidence as to the supposed location of the beginning corner, and that 

‘running past the gum as a corner the last call would fail to reach 
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the beginning by eleven poles, and contended that this failure to close 
- would prevent the plaintiffs’ deeds from covering this land. 

Plaintiffs offered. in evidence various deeds and wills in support of 
their title. 

The description of the lands devised by the will of Joseph Eason to 
. Jesse Eason was as follows: | 

“My Manner plantation and all the lands thereunto belonging, con- 
taining 520 acres, by deed, . . . also all my right, title and claim in 
and-to a tract of land that I lately have entered, bounding on the mill- 
pond and adjoining sundry persons, agreeable to said entry or patent.” 

The description in the deed from Leonora T. Burden to T. L. Mitchell 
and others, referred to in the opinion of the court, was as follows: 

“A certain tract or parcel of land in Bertie County, North Carolina, 
bounded by the lands of R. M. Burden, L. C. Garris . . . and 
others, and known as the Burden Mill, including the lands belonging 
thereto and embracing all land belonging therewith and adjoining, in 
which the said parties of the first part own any interest. This is 
intended to convey the mill, mill-pond land and the land on which the 
buildings stand, and any other land, if any, belonging thereto, contain- 
ing 500 acres, more or less.” 

The defendants’ exceptions were as follows: 

First Exception. —Defendants objected to introduction of will of 
Joseph Eason, for the reason that it was too indefinite to eonyey the 
land. Overruled, and exception taken. 

Second Exception—The-defendants objected to the introduc- 
tion of the deed No. 3 (Exhibit C), because it professed to be a ( 66 ) 
deed to N. and W. Hinton, and the probate was of a deed to | 
N. and W. King. Overruled, and. exception. 

Third Exception—The defendants objected to the introduction of 
Exhibit H, because it was not under seal, and it was not such a paper 
as required registration, and the original should be produced. Over- 
ruled, and exception. 

The defendants requested the court to change the jury— . 

Fourth Hxception—That if the jury believed from the evidence 
that the land on which the timber is alleged to have been cut is covered 
with water, then the doctrine of constructive possession does not apply; 
and before the plaintiffs can recover in this action, it is necessary for 
the plaintiffs to satisfy the jury that they were in possession of said 
land, and if plaintiffs have failed thus to satisfy the Jury, then the 
jury should find for the defendants. This was refused and not given, © 


and the defendants excepted. 
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Fifth Exception—That there is no evidence that the plaintiffs were 
in the possession of the land on which the timber was cut, and the jury 
should find the issue for the defendants. This was refused and not 
given, and defendants excepted. 

Siath Hxception—That if the jury believe that at the, time said 
timber was cut the defendant R. M. Bridgers was in possession of the . 
land where the timber was cut, claiming the said land as his own, then 
the plaintiffs cannot recover in this action, and the jury should find 
the issue for the defendants. This was refused and not given,, and 
the defendants excepted. 


Seventh Exception—-That if the jury should beers that at the time 
said timber was cut, the defendant R. M. Bridgers was in possession of 
the land where the timber was cut, claiming said land as his own, and 
continued in the possession of said land when this suit was commenced, 
then the plaintiffs cannot recover in this action, and the jury should 

find all the issues in favor of the defendants. This was refused 
( 67°) and not given, and the defendants excepted. 


Eighth Exception—That upon the whole evidence, the plain- 
tiffs are not entitled to recover, and the jury should find all the issues 
in favor of:the defendants. This was not given, and defendants ex- 
cepted. 


Ninth Hxception.—That the plaintiffs cannot claim more than the 
land known as the mill-pond and mill-house land and land adjoining, 
and that they cannot recover for any land conveyed in their deed other 
than this, for the reason that the term “any other land” does not in- 
clude anything, these words being used in the deed to Mitchell. ee 
was refused and not given, and defendants excepted. 


Tenth Exception—That if the location of the lands called for in 
plaintiffs’ deeds embraces any land that defendant R. M. Bridges has | 
had fenced and cultivated for more than forty years before the com- 
mencement of this action, and claiming the same to be his, then the 
plaintiffs cannot recover that portion of the land, and the jury should 
respond to the first issue “Yes,” except that portion included ‘within 
Bridgers’s fence. This was refused and not given, and defendants 
excepted. , 

Eleventh Exception. —That the pinned ‘eunnet recover for the 
cutting of timber on any lands on which Bridgers has been in pos- 
session for forty years, claiming the §ame as his under visible metes 
and bounds, This was refused and not given, and defendants excepted. — 

Twelfth Exception.—That there is no evidence that the defendants, 
Junius Bridgers or Thomas R. Bridgers, ever claimed said land or cut 
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any timber therefrom, and the jury will not include them in any 
verdict they may return on the issues. This was refused and not given, 
and defendants excepted. | 

The court charged the jury that on the evidence, if believed, the 
plaintifis had shown a line of title from the State for the land 
in controversy, provided the jury were satisfied that the plain- ( 68 ) 
tiffs had properly located these lands, and same included the 
place where the cutting was done, and that his line of deeds covered 
same. That the defendants contended that the plaintiffs had not prop- 
erly located their deeds so as to cover the land, and that there was no 
- satisfactory evidence that the plaintiffs’ deeds would cover any land. 
That the rule for locating land of this character was that, if only one 
known corner was ascertained and identified as a corner of the tract, 
for the survey to commence at such corner and run according to the 
course and calls of the deed, unless some natural object would change 
these calls; and in this case, if the jury were satisfied that the gum 
spoken of was a known, marked, developed corner of the lands in 
plaintiffs’ deed, the proper survey, 1f the beginning corner could not 
be satisfactorily: placed, was to commence at the gum and run the course 
and calls of the deed. And if beginning at the gum, and this was a 
known, ascertained corner of the land, and running the course and calls 
of the deed and grant would include the land trespassed on, and 
plaintiffs were in possession when the action was commenced, jury 
should answer first issue “Yes.” 

That if the beginning corner was where defendants contended, and 
beginning at the gum as a known corner, the last call failed to reach 
the supposed beginning by eleven poles, and this was the only defect— 
this failure of distance—the survey should go to the beginning and so 
close the survey. The fact, however, that there was this gap of eleven 
poles was a circumstance for the jury to consider in determining 
whether this gum, where the surveyors commenced, was a_ proper, 
known eorner called for in plaintiffs’ deeds. The court then adverted 
fully to all the evidence and argument of plaintitis’ differing as to the 
location and the cypress and gum his courses called for. 

That if defendants entered on the land covered by the plain- 
tiffs’ deeds, and cut and carried off timber therefrom, or directed ( 69 ). 
and hired others to do so as their agents and servants, or cut and 
carried off timber at the time and place testified by witnesses, jury 
should answer second issue “Yes.” 

There was no exception to charge on third and fourth issues. 


Jury rendered a verdict for plaintiffs. 
The defendants moved for a new trial for the errors Sf court on 
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questions of evidence as above pointed out, and for failure of court to 
give the instructions as prayed for. Motion overruled, and defendants 
excepted. Judgment on the verdict, and defendants appealed. 


fF’, D. Winston for defendants. 
No counsel contra. 


SuepuerD, OC. J.. The exceptions addressed to the sufficiency of the 
descriptions contained in the will of Joseph Eason and the deed of 
Leonora Burden and others to T. L. Mitchell, as well as to the charge 
of the court respecting the identification and location of the land upon 
which the trespass was committed, are plainly untenable. The principles 


- sustaining the action of his Honor in these particulars are deemed to be 


too well settled to require an extended discussion or the citation of au- 
thorities. 


Equally without merit is the exception to the refusal of the court to 
instruct the jury that if they believed that the land on which the timber 
was cut was covered by water, “the doctrine of constructive possession” 
would not apply, and that it would be necessary to show that the plain- 
tiffs “were in possession” of the same. Constructive possession, says 
Ruffin, C. J., in Graham v. Houston, 15 N. C., 232, 1s “such a pos- 

session as the law carries to the owner by virtue of his title only, 
(70) there being no actual occupation of any part of the land by any- 
body,” and we know of no reason or authority that excludes from 
the operation of this principle lands which are held, as in this ease, 
under “deeds by metes and bounds,” simply because they are “almost en- 
tirely” covered by the waters of a mill-pond. The case, however, dis- 
closes that the trespass was committed by going on the pond and cutting 
and carrying off certain timber-trees near the run.of the swamp; that 
this pond was appurtenant to the mill which had been used by the plain- 
tiffs and those under whom they claimed for fifty years or more under 
the deeds in evidence. It is very plain that if these deeds embrace within 
their boundaries the land covered by the water, as well as that upon which 
the mill is situated, the plaintiffs would have actual possession of the 
whole, except such part as might be in the actual possession of another. 
Graham v. Houston, supra. The exception, therefore, is overruled. 
The exception respecting the enclosed land in the actual occupation 
of the defendants is without force. There was no evidence of a trespass 
- except upon the waters of the pond, and im assessing the damages the 
jury were necessarily confined to the same. The refusal to charge as 
requested could not have prejudiced the defendants, and especially is 
this so, inasmuch as his Honor, it seems by consent of all parties, ex- 
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cluded fori the judgment all the lands in the actual occupation of the 
defendants. 

There was no evidence that the defendants were in the actual posses- 

sion, as distinguished from acts of trespass, of the waters of the pond 
where the timber was cut, and the instructions based upon such an 
hypothesis were properly refused. 
- The defendants objected:to the introduction of the deed from Jesse 
Eason to “Noah and William Hinton.” The attesting witnesses to the 
deed were Thomas Ruffin and H. W. King. The certificate of probate 
is as follows: 


“Stare or NortH CaroLtina—Bertie County. Cit.) 
May Term, 1820. 

“This deed from Jesse Eason to Noah and William King was proved 
in open court by the oath of Thomas Ruffin, one of the subseribing wit- 
nesses thereto. Let-it be registered. 

“Test: E. A. Ruopzs, Clerk. - 


It is quite manifest that the name of King raed of Hinton was 
inserted by reason of a clerical error on the part of the clerk; and where 
it appears that the requirements of the law have been substantially 
complied with, we should be reluctant to hold upon so slight a ground 
that the certificate was insufficient to warrant the registration of the 
deed. “Acknowledgments are frequently taken before persons of limited 
skill and knowledge, and while all the rquirements of the law have been 
carefully and scrupulously complied with, yet errors will creep into 
the certificate which manifestly are clerical. To scrutinize these cer- 
tificates with severity, and declare them insufficient for slight variations 
or evident errors, where they substantially comply with the statute, 
would subserve no desirable end.”, 1 Devlin Deeds, 514. In the absence 
of testimony to the contrary, we must assume that the certificate hav- 
ing been registered with the deed was either written on the deed or an- 
nexed thereto. Such being’ the case, the identification of the certificate 
with the deed of Eason to Noah and William Hinton is complete; for 
it is “this deed” which the clerk declares was proved in open court by 
Thomas Ruffin. The fact that Jesse Eason executed that particular 
paper was the essential thing to be proved, and this plainly appears 
from the certificate. There was no error in permitting the deed to 
be read in evidence. 

In making out their title the plaintiffs introduced a contract, executed 
in 1855, for the sale of the land by one Freeman to James Burden. The 
defendants objected “because it was not under seal, and was not such a 
paper as required registration, and the original should be produced.” 
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No seal is necessary to the validity of a contract for the sale of 
(72) land, and we have been referred to no authority in support of | 

the position that the registry or certified copy of the record of 
any such contract may not be received in evidence. The Revised Code, 
ch. 87, sec. 26, which was in force when this contract was executed, re- 
quired that it should be registered, and in section 16 of said chapter 
it is provided that the “registry or duly certified copy of the record of 
any deed, power of attorney, or other instrument required or allowed 
to be registered or recorded, may be given in evidence,” etc. The case 
of Edwards v. Thompson, 71 N. C., 177, decided that these provisions 
did not put a contract for the sale of land on the same footing as an 
unregistered mortgage, but it was by no means held that such a contract 
was not allowed to be registered, and therefore its registry inadmissible 
in evidence. The objection to the admission of the meguny was prop- 
erly overruled. 

In looking over the entire record we have been able to discover but 
one error on the part of the court. The defendants, Junius and Thomas 
Bridgers, asked the court to instruct the juty that there was no evidence 
that they had ever cut any timber or otherwise trespassed upon the land. 
This instruction was refused, and as we can find no such evidence in 
the record, we must hold that there was error in the refusal. As these 
defendants do not claim the land, and are only concerned about the 
judgment against them for the damages assessed by the jury, the er- 
roneous ruling will not necessitate a new trial, but may be corrected by 
striking the names of these parties from the judgment. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: Robinson v. Daughtry, 171 N. C., 202; Vaught v. Wilhams, 
177 N. C., 85. 


(73) | | 
GEORGE W. ROOKER y. W. B. CRINKLEY: 


Removal of Cause from State Court—Alen Resident. 


A suit pending in a court of this State between a citizen of this State and an 
alien resident in this State is not removable under the act of Congress 
relating to the removal of causes. 


Morron for removal of cause to the Federal Court, heard at March 
Term, 1893, of Warren, before Hoke, J. 
“Your petitioner, the defendant, respectfully requests the court to’ 
remove the above-entitled action ae trial into the Circuit Court of the 
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United States for the Eastern District of North Carolina, which will 
be held in the city of Raleigh on the first Monday in June, 1893, for 
the following reasons: 

“(1) That defendant is not a citizen of the State of North Carolina, 
but is an alien and is the subject of her Majesty Victoria, Queen of 
England. a 

“(2) That it appears from the complaint that the amount in dispute 
and claimed of the defendant by the plaintiff 1s more than $500, and 1s 
for the sum of $5,000.” | 

Affidavit of Defendant.—W. B. Crinkley, the defendant, being duly 
sworn, says that he is, and always has been a citizen and subject of 
Victoria, Queen of England, and though he resides in North Carolina, 
and has resided in said State for more than ten years past, he is an ‘ 
alien and has never become a naturalized citizen of the United States 
of America, having been born in England. 

The motion was denied, because the affidavit does not show that the 
defendant is a nonresident as well as an alien, and order was made that 
the cause be proceeded with in the State Court, and the defendant ap- 
pealed. 3 | 


W. A. Montgomery and W. H. Day for defendant. . 
No counsel contra. . 


MaoRagz, J. We coneur with his Honor that the affidavit and ( 74). 
petition of defendant shows no removable cause. The act of 
Congress governing removals of causes from the State to the Federal 
Courts, and which is applicable to these cases, is that of 3 March, 1887, 
and embraces (1) suits arising under the Constitution and laws of the 
United States, and treaties made in pursuance thereof; (2) suits in 
which the United States are plaintiff; (3) suits between citizens of 
different States; (4) suits between citizens of the same State claiming 
lands under grants from different States; and (5) suits between citizens 
of a State and foreign States, citizens and subjects. 

Section 2 provides, among other things: “Any other suit of a civil 
nature, at law or in equity, of which the Cireuit Courts of the United | 
States are given jurisdiction by the preceding section, and which are 
now pending, or which may hereafter be brought in any State Court, 
may be removed into the Circuit Court of the United States for the 
proper district by the defendant or defendants therein being nonresi- 
dents of that State.” Cudahy v. McGeoch, 87 Fed., 1; Walker v. 
O’Neal, 388 Fed., 374. These are suits between a citizen of this State 
and an alien resident in this State, and are not removable under the act » 
of Congress. 

No error. 
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THOMAS P..OUTLAND et a. y. ELIJAH OUTLAND er At. 
Practice—Misjoinder of Causes of Action. 


Where the devisees of land charged with the support of a lunatic agreed to — 
pay plaintiffs for the support and maintenance of the lunatic, and plain- — 
tiffs brought suit against such devisees to recover the amount due under 
such agreement, and also to have the land so charged subjected to the 
payment of such sum and to secure the payment for the future support 
by plaintiffs of the lunatic under said contract: Held, that there was no 
misjoinder of causes of action. Qwere, whether the charge on the land. 
could be enforced in favor of plaintiffs. , 


(75) Action heard on complaint and demurrer, before Bynum, J., 
at August Term, 1893, of Norrmampron. 
From the judgment sustaining the demurrer on the ground that. there 
was a misjoinder of causes of action, the plaintiffs appealed. 


R. O. Burton for plaintiffs. 
' No counsel contra. 


Crarx, J. This action is brought upon the allegation that Thomas 
Outland devised certain lands to his sons, Elijah and Cornelius, charged - 
with the support of another son, Thomas, who was non compos mentis ; 
that “said Thomas has lived with and been supported by the plaintiffs, 
under an arrangement entered into between said Cornelius and Elijah 
and these plaintiffs that said Cornelius and Elijah should pay for his 
support and maintenance.” Payment not having been made the plain- 
tiffs ask for judgment for the amount and to subject the land of Elijah 
and also of Cornelius, now partly in hands of heirs and partly in the 
hands of purchasers (who are made defendants), to the payment thereof. 
_ The only question presented by the appeal is whether this is a mis- 

joinder of causes of action. We think not. -The Code, sec. 267 (1); 
Hamlin v. Tucker, 72 N. C., 502; Glenn v. Bank, 72 N. O., 626; Mc- 
Mullan v. Edwards, 75 N. C., 81; Y oung v. Young, 81 N. C., 91; Bank 
v. Harris, 84 N. C., 206; ; King Farmer, 88 N. C., 22; Heggie v. Hill, 
85 N. C., 308. 

Whether the devise is a chnege upon the land, adi if so, wine the 
plaintiffs are subrogated to the right to enforce it, are interesting ques- 
tions, but are not before us. In ruling that there was a misjoinder of 
causes of action there was | | 

Error. 


Cited: Chemacal Co. v. Floyd, 158 N. C., 462. 
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| | (76 ) 
H. B. TALIAFERRO & CO. v. W. A. SATER & CO. | 


Chattel Mortgage—Conflicting Inens—After Acquared Property. 


R., being indebted to H., conveyed to the latter by way of mortgage all the 
lumber owned by him at his sawmill and at certain railroad sidings, etc., 
and also all such lumber as he might thereafter purchase and saw at said 
mill between the date of the mortgage (March 16, 1890) and August l, 
1891. On April 15, 1891, R. made with one J. a contract whereby the 
latter agreed to sell him certain timber trees then standing on certain 
designated lands. On 20 April thereafter R. and S. formed a copartner- 
ship as S. & Co.; and, being indebted to T. & Co., conveyed to them by 
way of mortgage all the lumber owned by them, sawed or unsawed, at 
their mill, as well as lumber which they owned uncut, and bound them- 
selves to ship to T. & Co. all the lumber they might thereafter saw at 
their said mill, the proceeds of the sale of the same to be credited on their 
note which T. & Co. held. The evidence tended to show that what timber 
was cut on the land of J. was eut by the firm of S. & Co., paid for by 

_ them, and hauled by them to the mill which they (and not R. individually) 
were operating. In an action relating to the lumber cut from the land 
of J. the court below instructed the jury that if the lumber in controversy 
was sawed from timber purchased by R. in his own name for himself 
‘before the formation of the firm of S. & Co., and was sawed by S. & Co. 
at the mill owned and operated by R. at the time of his mortgage to H., 
the same would be covered by H’s mortgage, although the timber from 
which the lumber was sawed was paid for out of the copartnership funds: 
Held, such instruction was erroneous since, assuming the evidence to be 
true, the lumber was never subject to the mortgage given by R. to H., 
because it was not purchased and sawed by R. but by the firm of S. & Co., 
but was subject to the mortgage of T. & Co., because it was legally and 
equitably the property of the firm of S. & Co. 


Action, tried at November Term, 1892, of Harrrax, before Shuford, 
J., and a jury. 

The appellees, who are interpleaders in this action, claim the prop- 
erty in dispute under a mortgage made to them on 16 March, 1890, by 
the defendant, S. J. Rawls, to secure a debt due from him inde 
vidually to them. In that mortgage the property assigned is de- ( 77 ) 
scribed as “all the lumber owned by said Rawls at his mill now on 
the land of Mrs. Virginia Grizzard, in Halifax County, N. C., near the 
town of Halifax, both sawed and unsawed, and also all.the lumber 
owned by him at his siding at the junction of the Wilmington and 
Weldon and the Scotland Neck. Railroads, said siding being on the main 
line, both sawed and unsawed, and all such lumber as the said Rawls 
may hereafter purchase and saw at said mill between the date hereof 
and 1 August, 1891.” On 15 April 1891, defendant Rawls made with 
one Jackson a contract, by the terms of which Jackson agreed to sell 
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him certain pine timber-trees then standing on designated tracts of land, 
at the price of seventy-five cents per thousand feet for all trees cut by 
him, payment to be made “at the expiration of every four weeks while 
engaged in cutting timber on said premises.” And this contract pro- 
vided that Rawls should execute a bond in the sum of three thousand 
dollars to secure his faithful performance of its stipulations, and it was | 
further provided that without this bond the contract should be of no 
effect. . 

This bond was not made till 20 April, 1891, on which date the de- 
fendants, Rawls and Sater, formed the copartnership of W. A. Sater & 
Co., and this firm, being indebted to plaintiffs, exeeuted and delivered 
the following instrument: 


“Whereas, W. A. Sater and 8. T.. Rawls, partners as W. A. Sater & 
Co., are indebted to H. B. Taliaferro & Co. in the sum of $576.85 (less 
amount of freight not charged on bill of said Taliaferro & Co.), and 
they desire to secure the same: 

“Now, therefore, the said W. A. Sater & Oo. do hereby convey to said | 
H. B. Taliaferro & Co. all the lumber now owned by them, either sawed 

or unsawed, at their mill on the land of Mrs. V. S. Grizzard, or 
(78) at their railroad siding, and all lumber they now own which is 
uncut. And the said W. A. Sater & Co. hereby do agree and bind 
themselves to ship to said H. B. Taliaferro & Co. all the lumber that they 
may hereafter saw at their said mill, to be sold by them and applied 
to the payment of said debt until the same is fully paid off, and until 
all indebtedness hereafter incurred to said Taliaferro & Co. by reason 
of any advance and supplies they may hereafter furnish said mill are 
paid in full. And the said W. A. Sater & Co. do hereby give to said 
H. B. Taliaferro & Co. a lien on the lumber they may hereafter saw at 
said mill, to secure them for any advances the said Taliaferro & Co. 
may heveatter make said W. A. Sater & Co. aor the running of said 
mill. 
“S. T. Rawtzs. (Seal.) 
| “W. A. Sater. (Seal.) 
“Witness: S. M. Gary. 
“This 30 May, 1891.” 


The following issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Are the plaintiffs the owners and entitled to the possession of the 
property described in the complaint? | 
2. Are the defendants, Hale Brothers, the owners and entitled to the 
possession of said property or any part thereof? And if only a part, 

what part? 
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3. What was the value of said property at the time of seizure? 
4. What amount is now owing on the mortgage debt from 8. T. 
Rawls to Hale Brothers? | 


The plaintiffs asked the court to charge the jury: 

“That although Rawls may have agreed to buy the lumber in his in- 
dividual name, if a jury shall believe that it was paid for with partner- 
ship funds, it became partnership property if the contract for the pur- 
chase was not perfected till after the partnership began.” 

The court declined to give this instruction as prayed for, and te 
charged the jury in leu thereof as adverted to in the epee a 79 ) 
of Associate Justice Burwell. 

The plaintiffs also asked the court to charge the j jury: 

“That if the jury believe that Hale Brothers took possession of the 
sawmill and cut the lumber under the contract of Rawls, then they were 
mortgagees in possession, and .any profits they made must be credited 
on their debt from Rawls.” | 

The court gave this instruction verbatim as requested, but added that 
if the jury should find from. the evidence that the defendants, Hale 
Brothers, took possession of a part of the Jackson timber which was pur- 
chased by S. T. Rawls, or any other timber purchased by him, and made 
a sufficient profit therefrom to discharge the mortgage debt due them 
by the said Rawls, then the jury should find whether said defendants 
took possession thereof as mortgagees or not; that if Hale Brothers 
took: possession under the lease from Jackson is Rawls as mortgagees, 
or under this bond to Andrew T. Jackson to secure themselves against loss 
thereon, and realized sufficient profit to pay their mortgage debt, the 
jury should find the fourth issue “Nothing.” But if Hale Brothers did 
not take possession of said timber under the said lease from Jackson to 
Rawls as mortgagees, or under their bond to Jackson to secure them- 
selves against loss, but took possession thereof without regard to the 
mortgage or bond, ahd under a separate and distinct contract with Jack- 
-son, then what they may have made therefrom cannot be applied to the 
discharge of the mortgage to them from Rawls, and the jury will find 
what amount is due them from the evidence. 

To this charge as given, plaintiffs excepted. 

The plaintiffs also asked the court to charge the jury: 

“That the Hale Brothers mortgage does not cover the Jackson con- 
tract if the same was made after the partnership began, the contract 
not going into effect until the bond was given.” 

The court declined to give this instruction as asked, and 
charged the jury that the mortgage of Hale Brothers does not (80 ) 
cover the Jackson contract, 15 April, 1891, if the same was made, 
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before the partnership began, by S. T. Rawls in his own name, for his 
own benefit, although he may not have executed bond pursuant to said 
contract until after his copartnership with W. A..Sater, provided he 
executed said bond on his own responsibility and without making W. A. 
Sater & Co. parties to the same. | 

To this charge the plaintifis excepted. 

The jury responded to the first issue, “No”; to the second, “Yes, all 
of it”; to the third, “$500,” and to the fourth, “$286.91.” | 

The plaintiffs moved for a new trial. Motion overruled, and plain- 
tiffs excepted, and after judgment for Hale Brothers the ¢ plaintifs ap- 
pealed. | , | 


R. O. Burton and E. L. Travis for plaintiffs. 
T. N. Hill and W. H. Day for defendants. 


BurweEtu, J. (after stating the main facts). In the argument before 
us, no question was made as to the validity of the mortgages described 
in the pleadings, nor is it necessary for us to pass upon them, as ie case 
is now presented to us. 

The mill spoken of in this latter instrument was the mill of Rawls 
mentioned in his mortgage to the interpleaders heretofore set out, and 
it was operated by the firm of ae & Co. during the existence of the 
copartnership. 

The mortgage made by Rawls to Hale Brothers did not at all affect 
the right that he acquired by his contract with Jackson to cut timber 
on the latter’s land. It put no lien on that timber or on his right to 
cut it. If he had himself caused any of that timber to be cut, and had 
himself caused the logs to be carried to the mill and to be sawed into 
lumber, that lumber and any unsawed logs, being his individual prop- 

erty and answering to the description contained in the mortgage, 
( 81) would be liable for his individual debt to the interpleaders, Hale 

Brothers. But the evidence on the trial tended to show that what 
timber was cut on the Jackson land was cut not by Rawls, but the firm 
who paid Jackson for the trees, hauled them to the mill which the firm, 
not Rawls, was operating, and there the logs were sawed into lumber, 
not by Rawls, but by the firm who paid all the expenses of converting 
the standing timber, upon which the interpleaders, as we have said, had 
no lien, into lumber at the mill. 

If these facts are true, it seems that the property in dispute—the 
lumber at this mill—was never subject to the mortgage given by Rawls 
to the interpleaders, because it was not purchased and sawed by him, 
and that it is subject to plaintiffs’ mortgage because it 1s both legally ? 
and equitably the- property of the firm of Sater & Co. 
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We therefore hold that his Honor erred when he charged the jury 
“that if they found from the evidence that the lumber in controversy 
was sawed from timber purchased by Rawls in his own name for him- 
self, before the formation of his copartnership with W. A. Sater, and 
was sawed by the mill owned and operated by said Rawls at the time 
of the execution of the mortgage by him to Hale Brothers, after the date 
of said mortgage and before 1 August, 1891, whether the same was 
sawed by Rawls alone or by him and Sater as partners, the same would 
be covered by the description of property contained in the mortgage 
from Rawls to Hale Brothers, and the title passed from him unto Hale 
Brothers under that clause in their mortgage, conveying all such lumber 
ag said Rawls may hereafter purchase and saw at said mill between the 
date hereof and 1 August, 1891, and this would be true although the 
timber from which the lumber was sawed may have been paid for with 
the copartnership funds of W. A. Sater & Co.” : 

If it were true, as the interpleaders seem to insist, that their 
lien covered the Jackson timber, or rather Rawls’s right to take ( 82 ) 
timber from that land, then it would follow, as plaintiffs insist, 
that whatever clear profit they made out of sawing this timber must be 
applied on their mortgage debt, for a mortgagee who acquires possession 
of the mortgaged property must in all cases account for it, and he will 
not be allowed to say, when called upon to settle, that his possession 
was not under the mortgage, but will upon the accounting be credited 
‘by such sums as he may have properly paid out to perfect his title, to 
protect his possession or to render the property available for the pay- 
ment of the mortgage debt. But since we hold that the interpleaders had 
no mortgage or lien on the Jackson timber, it is of no avail to consider 
‘questions concerning the application of profits made by a. mortgagee in 
“possession, which are raised by plaintiffs’ second exception. , 

For the error pointed out above there must be a 

New trial. | 


Cited: Furgerson v. Twisdale, 187 N. C., 417. 
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( 83 ) 


R. 8. WELLS vy. H. B. BOURNE et At. 


Failure of Sheriff to Take Proper Replevin Bond—Liable Only when 
Property Cannot be Fownd or Execution is Returned Unsatisfied— 
Measure of Damages—Secondary Evidence. 


1. In delivering property to a defendant when seized in claim and delivery 
proceedings, without taking a proper undertaking and requiring the same 
to be justified, a sheriff becomes liable as a surety thereon. 

2. In such case the measure of liability is the delivery of the property to the 
plaintiff (if such delivery be adjudged), with damages for its deteriora- 
tion or (failing delivery) the value of the property; and to subject the 
sheriff as surety, it is necessary to show that execution has been returned — 
unsatisfied. 


3. Returns on execution being required 6 be in writing, oral evidence in 
relation thereto will not be allowed when the nonproduction, by reason of 
loss or destruction, is not properly accounted for. 


4. Where plaintiff, in an action against a sheriff to recover damages for his 
failure to take a proper undertaking for the return of property seized by 
him at the instance of plaintiff and adjudged to be returned, failed to 
show that execution issued for the property and against the sureties on 
the undertaking had been returned unsatisfied, he failed to show, and 
cannot recover, actual damage against such sheriff. 


Action, tried before Hoke, J., Spring Term, 1893, EneEcomsg, 
against the defendant Bourne, Sheriff, and his sureties, ce breach of 
his official bond, and consequent damage to the plaintiff. 

It was in evidence that the plaintiff, R. S. Wells, instituted an action 
in the Superior Court of Wilson County against one Joshua Hines and 
wife for the recovery of certain personal property situated in the county 
of Edgecombe. That claim and delivery papers with the usual man- 
date from the clerk were issued to the defendant Bourne, Sheriff of 
Edgecombe County. That under and by virtue of said papers and 
mandate, ‘the said Bourne seized and took into his possession certain 
of the personal property therein described, and upon the defendants, 
Hines and wife, executing and delivering to him an undertaking with 
two sureties in the sum prescribed by law—within the time prescribed 
by law after the seizure of said property—the defendant Bourne sur- 
rendered said property to the defendants. That the said undertaking 
was not in the form required by the statute, and was not justified as to 
either surety thereto. The record of said suit from the Superior Court 
of Wilson County was put in evidence by plaintiff, down to and includ 
ing the judgment—no execution was offered. That it appeared there- 
from that judgment was rendered therein in favor of plaintiff Wells for 
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the recovery of said property at --.--- dollars, and judgment on bond 
in case property could not be*found. The plaintiff offered to 

show by F. A. Woodard, attorney for plaintiff in the suit against ( 84) 
Hines and wife, that execution had issued upon the judgment in 

that court, and that nothing had been realized thereby, and that same 
had been returned nulla bona; the execution was not offered. To this 
evidence the defendant objected. Objection sustained, and plaintiff ap- 
pealed. 

The court held, that on the evidence, there was a breach of defendant’s 
bond, and in. the absence of any evidence that the property could not 
be found or that the sureties were insolvent, the damages were only 
nominal. | 

There was verdict for breach of ond and for five cents damages. 

Plaintiff moved for a new trial for error in rejecting the above evi- 
dence, and appealed from the refusal of such motion. 


John L. Bridgers for plaintiff. 
Don. Gilliam for defendants. — 


Snepuerp, C. J. The defendant, Sheriff, in delivering the property 
to the defendant without taking a proper undertaking and requiring the 
same to be justified, became “responsible for the defendant’s sureties” 
(The Code, sec. 327), or, in other words, became liable himself as a 
surety to such undértaking. The measure of liability upon such an 
undertaking is the delivery of the property to the plaintiff (if such de- 
livery be adjudged), with damages for its deterioration, or, if such de- 
livery cannot be had, then for the value of the property. The Code, sec. 
326. It was necessary, in order to subject the sheriff as surety, to show 
that execution had been returned unsatisfied.: The execution issued to 
the sheriff of Wilson County, and his return of nulla bona was not in- 
troduced, nor its non-production accounted for, and his Honor properly 
excluded oral evidence thereof. The law requires such returns, etc., 
to be in writing, and public policy requires that such evidence 
shall not be dispensed unless it has been lost or destroyed. The ( 85 ) 
return in this instance is not within the principle of Pollock v. 
Wilcox, 68 N. C., 46, and other cases cited, in reference to the excep- 
tion, where the fact sought to be proved is collateral to the writing. The 
evidence being properly excluded, there was nothing to show any actual 
damage sustained by the La and the judgment below must there- 
fore be - , 

Affirmed. 
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ZELL GUANO COMPANY v. THOMAS L. EMRY anv Wire. 


Contract—Composition Among Creditors—Void Agreement. 


1. When a creditor, at the solicitation of a debtor, agrees to enter into a com- 
promise—provided the other creditors will also do so—nothing less than 
the strictest compliance with the terms of the proposed composition on the - 
part of the debtor, and on the part of the other creditors also, can bind 
him, and any preference of one creditor over another, whether it relates 
to the amount to be paid him, the time of payment, or the manner of 
securing the prompt payment, taints the whole contract and renders it 
void. Therefore, 

2. Where, in an action on a note, the defense was that plaintiff had agreed 
to compromise the debt at 50 per cent of its face (the payment of the © 
compounded sum to be secured by mortgage on real estate)—provided all 
the other creditors should accept the same terms of settlement, and such 
defense was established by a verdict, and it was admitted by the debtor 
on the trial that different and more advantageous terms had been allowed 
other creditors, such verdict and admission established the essential fact 
that there was no contract binding on the plaintiff to accept 50 per cent 
of the debt in full satisfaction, and judgment should have been entered 
for the plaintiff for the whole debt. 


AcTIon, tried at November Term, 1892, of Harirax, before Shuford, 
J., and a jury. 

The following issues were submitted to the jury by the court, without 
objection, as the issues between the parties: 

1. Did the plaintiff agree to compromise the debt sued on with 
(86) the defendant, Emma J. Emry, for fifty cents on the dollar, to be 
secured as alleged in the answer ? 

2. Were the other creditors of the said Emma J. Emry induced by 
such an agreement to compromise their claims against her at fifty cents 
on the dollar? 

3. Did the said defendant comply with her part of said aprocnout to 
compromise ? 

4, Was the said defendant able, willing and ready to comply with her 
as of said agreement, and did she offer to comply with the same? 

. Was it part of the agreement that plaintiff should send or come 
to a and investigate security ¢ 

The jury responded, to the first issue, “Yes, provided other creditors 
accepted the same terms of settlement”; to the second, fourth and fifth 
issues, “Yes”; and to the third issue, “Yes, except giving mortgage.” 

Judgment was thereupon rendered for the plaintiff for fifty per cent 
of the amount claimed, and plaintiff appealed. 
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The facts necessary to an understanding of the opinion of the Court 
sufficiently appear in the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. 


Battle & Mordecai for plaintiff. : 
W. H. Day and J. M. Mullen for defendants. 


Burwet., J. The answer of the feme defendant sets up as a ‘efense 
a composition agreement, entered into by the plaintiff and certain of 
her other creditors to whom she was indebted for fertilizers. The plain- 
tiff denied that it had made any such compromise. 

The jury, responding to the first issue, have found that the plaintiff 
* did “agree to compromise the debt sued on with the defendant, Emma J. 
Emry, for fifty cents on the dollar, to be secured as alleged in 
the answer, provided other creditors accepted same terms of .( 87 ) 
settlement.” 

Turning to the answer to ascertain how the “fifty cents on the dollar” 
was to be secured, we find it was to be done “by mortgage or deed of 
trust on real estate, each creditor to pass upon the sufficiency offered for 
his respective debt, and if, upon investigation, the same proved not satis- 
factory, she (defendant) pledged herself to make it so.” And from the 
same source we ascertain that the terms of settlement, so far as they 
related to the time of settlement, were that the payment a be made 
in the fall of 1890. 

Tt therefore became necessary, in order that the plaintifi might be de- 
feated in the recovery of its entire original debt, that it should be estab- 
lished that the other creditors did accept the same terms of settlement. 
There was no composition agreement as far as plaintiff was concerned, 
unless this condition which, according to the verdict, was annexed to its 
acceptance of the proposition of settlement made to it, was fulfilled. 

Instead of proving its fulfillment, we think the defendants have ad- 
mitted its non-fulfillment. 

Among the creditors to whom this proposition was made by defend- 
ants, and who were to be parties to the composition agreement, were the 
Goldsboro Oil Company, Lister’s Agricultural Works, and H. 8. Miller 
& Co., the last named being the creditor through whose agent the propo- 
son was submitted to the plaintiff. 

We find in the record that on the trial it was admitted “that the de- 
fendants settled with Lister’s Agricultural Chemical Works on the terms 
testified to by W. E. Daniel; that they settled with H. S.. Miller & Co. 
on the terms set out in their deed of trust (Exhibit ‘B’), and with the 
Goldsboro Oil Company, after judgment was taken for the debt in full, 
on the coon testified to by the defendant T. L. Emry, on his CTO8s-eX- 


amination.” 
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The “terms testified to by W. E. Daniel” were that if the 
(88 ) fifty per cent was not paid at the time agreed upon, to wit, in 
November, 1890, “the whole debt was to remain due.” The 
terms of the settlement with H. S. Miller & Co., which were incorpor- 
ated in the deed of trust made to secure the note given to represent the 
sum due according to the compromise, were that those creditors (Miller 
& Co.) should continue to hold their original notes and should not sur- 
render or cancel them until the new note for one-half the debt was actu- 
ally paid, and if the latter note was not paid at maturity (15 Novem- 
ber, 1890) then the original debt was to be in full force against the de- 
_ fendant “without any offset except what may be paid thereon.” 

Concerning the settlement made with the Goldsboro Oil Company, 
the defendant, T. L. Emry, testified that when notified by the agent of 
Mille? & Co., to whom the negotiations with that company and with the 
_ plaintiff had been entrusted, that the Goldsboro Company would not 
accept the proposition made to it, he opened negotiations with them 
himself; and, stating what took place as the consequence of these latter 
negotiations, on his cross-examination he said: ‘They sued and took 
judgment at May Term, 1890, of Goldsboro Court, with the under- 
standing, which was inserted in the judgment, that they would accept 
fifty per cent within a certain time.” 

We must assume that the terms upon which these three several settle- 
ments were made were agreed upon by the parties concerned in each, and 
that these settlements carried into effect the only agreements made with 
these particular. creditors. 

The terms of these settlements differed very materially, we think, 
from the terms of that settlement which was offered to the plaintiff, and 
which it conditionally accepted. It is true that in each the ratio of 

proposed payment to the entire debt is the same, to wit, fifty 
(89) per cent; but to two of these creditors it was allouped to make 
only a conditional compromise. They were not required to sur- 
render or cancel the original indebtedness and accept in lieu thereof 
absolutely a new promise to pay one-half of the surrendered debt in the 
fall, but were allowed to retain their original claims against the de- 
fendant, they promising to surrender them if the payment of one-half 
the sum was promptly made as agreed; otherwise, the original claim was 
to be in full force. This was not the proposition made to the plaintiff 
by the agent of the defendant (as testified to by him in their behalf), 
nor is it the composition agreement set out in the answer. The reten- 
tion of the old debt under such condition was an advantage not offered 
to plaintiff. 

We think it even more evident that the Goldsboro Oil Company did 

not accept the same terms of settlement which were tendered to the 
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plaintiff; that it demanded and received a settlement by cash before the 
fall of 1890. If it had accepted in good faith the terms offered to the 
plaintiff, and afterwards—but not because of any secret understanding 
—payment had been anticipated merely for the accommodation of the 
debtor, no complaint could reasonably be made. But such are not the 
facts of this case. Here we have a proposition on the part of the debtor 
to enter into a certain composition agreement with a certain class of 
her creditors and an agreement on the part of one creditor that he will 
enter into that composition, provided the other creditors will also do so. 
Nothing less than the strictest compliance with the terms of the pro- 
posed composition on the part of the debtor, and on the part of the 
other creditors also, can bind him. The most perfect good faith is re- 
quired of all. Any preference of one creditor over another, whether 
that preference relates to the amount to be paid him, to the time when 
it is to be paid, or to the manner of securing its prompt payment, taints 
the whole contract and renders it void. - 

From what has been said, it seems to follow that the facts ad- 
mitted by defendants on the trial, coupled with the finding of (90 ) 
the jury on the first issue, establish the essential fact that there 
is no contract binding the plaintiff to accept one-half of its debt against 
the feme defendant in full satisfaction of it, and the ether issues and the 
findings of the jury thereon become of no importance in determining the 
rights of the parties. The very foundation of the defense was destroyed 
by the verdict and the admissions, and plaintiff was entitled to a judg- 
ment for the whole debt, according to the prayer of the complaint. The 
‘cause is remanded, to the end that Judgment may be so entered. 

Error. 


CLAUDIA REDMOND v. F. L. PIPPEN, ADMINISTRATOR oF J. H, PIPPEN, 
AND M. H. PIPPEN, ExrcutTrix or W. M. PIPPEN. 


Action on Sealed Note—Surety—sStatute of Iamitations. 


1. The lapse of three years between the maturity of or last payment on a 
sealed note and the commencement of suit thereon is a bar to the action 
as against a surety thereto. 

2. Section 153 (2) of The Code, prescribing seven years after the qualification 
of the executor or administrator as the time within which a creditor of a 
deceased person shall bring his action, does not put a stop to the operation 


of the three years statute, which has begun to run; therefore, where the _ 


statute began to run in favor of a surety on 23 March, 1888, the surety 
died on 6 June, 1889, and his executrix qualified on 8 June, 1889, an action 
commenced on 5 April, 1892, was barred as to such surety. 
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- 8, Section 153 (2) applies to actions against a personal or real representative 
instituted to compel the performance of some duty incumbent on the. 
representative, such as the sale of land for assets, and not to actions 
brought simply to ascertain the debt and reduce it to judgment. 


Action, tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 
(91) 1893, of Epezcomss, to recover the amount of a sealed note for : 
money. 

Defendants admitted lability to plaintiff for the halanise due on the 
note, as to the defendant F. L. Pippen, administrator of J. H. Pippen, 
the principal thereto, but contended that as to the executrix of W. M. 
Pippen, the surety to the note, the cause of action was barred by the 
statute of limitations protecting sureties in three years. 

It was admitted that the note was executed much more than three 
years before commencement of this suit by J. H. Pippen as principal 
and W. M. Pippen as surety, and summons in the action was issued on 
5 April, 1892. 

It was also admitted that J. H. Pippen died in J une, 1888, and de- 
fendant F. L. Pippen qualified as his administrator on 15 October, 
1891. That W. M. Pippen died 6 June, 1889, and defendant, his execu- 
trix, was qualified as such on 8 June, 1889. 

It was proved further that J. H. ‘Pippen, the principal to the note, 
paid the interest thereon continuously as same became due, down to and 
including 23 March, 1888, which was the last payment made by him, 
and such payments were duly entered as credits on the note. 

There was no evidence offered that claim had been presented to either, 
administrator or executrix. The court being of the opinion, on the facts 
admitted, that the cause was barred as to the surety by the statute of 
- limitations, so instructed the jury, who returned a verdict on the evi- 
dence in coe of the defendant surety. Plaintiff excepted. 

Judgment for plaintiff for amount of note against principal, oe 
that the defendant surety go without day. Appeal by plaintiff. 


John L. Bridgers for plaintiff. 
Gilliam & Son. for defendants. 


MacRaz, J. Since Welfare v. Thompson, 83 N. C., 276, it 

(92) has been. firmly established that three years is a bar to actions 

upon sealed notes as against the sureties thereto. Clark’s Code, 
section 152 (2). 

As to the surety W. M. Pippen himself, there is no question but that 
the statute of limitations would bar an action against him in three years 
after the last payment. It is contended, however, that, as he died before 
the action was barred as to him, by virtue of section 153 (2) the time is 
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extended, or, as said in the plaintiff’s argument, “that his death puts: 
a stop to the running of the statute and brings to an end all limitations 
in favor of the dead man’s estate. Upon the qualification of the per- 
sonal representative, a new and different statute of limitations begins 
to run, to wit, the statute governing the bringing of actions against the 
personal representatives of decedents (The Code, sec. 153 (2),” and 
that notwithstanding the fact that the statute had begun to run during 
the life of the surety, and had been merely suspended upon his death 
until the qualification of his executor, after such qualification an action. 
may be brought upon the note at any time within seven years. 

This is the first time, as far as we know, that this construction has 
been sought to be put upon the section last named. The statute of lmi- 
tations, Title 3 of the Code of Civil Procedure, is comprised of several 
shapters and many sections, and in the interpretation of any one section 
thereof, regard must be had to its harmony with the whole. 

While section 153 (2) standing alone would extend the time “by any | 
ereditor of a deceased person against his personal or real representative 
within seven years next after the qualification of the executor or ad- 
ministrator,” ete., we must take it in connection with section 155, which 
restricts “within three years an action upon a contract, obligation or 
liability arising out of a contract express or implied, except those men- 
tioned in the preceding sections” (which especially referred to 
contracts under seal, section 152 (2), Joyner v. Massey, 97 N. C., (93 ) 
148), and with séction 164, which provides “if a person against 
whom an action may be brought die before the expiration of the time 
limited for the commencement thereof, and the cause of action survive, 
an action may be commenced against his personal representative after 
the expiration of that time, and within one year after the issuing of | 
letters testamentary,” ete. _ 

The last section has been held to be an enabling and not a disabling 
statute, and to apply only in those cases where, but for its interposition, 
a claim would be barred in less than one year from the grant of letters. 
Benson v. Bennett, 112 N. C., 505. | 

It will be found upon examination of the cases wherein the seven 
years statute has been held to apply, that they were brought against 
the personal, and where necessary, the real representatives, for the en- 
forcement of some right of which the debt itself was but the foundation, 
as in Lawrence v. Norfleet, 90 N. C., 5388, and Worthy v. McIntosh, 90 
N. C., 5386, which were brought by the administrator d. b. n. against the 
administrator of a former representative to recover the unadministered 
assets which were or ought to have been in his hands; or as in Cox v. 
Cox, 84 N. C., 188, which was an action for a legacy; or as in other 
instances which mek be named, upon a devastavit, or to compel the 
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_sale of land to pay the debts of the decedent. This is the more reason- 
able, as the result of an action against the personal representative upon 
an ordinary obligation of the deceased, is simply to ascertain the amount 
of the debt and fix it in a judgment. 

It is impossible by any other construction to reconcile. the provisions 
of the section cited. 

This action then as it appears was barred at the time of its com- 
mencement. 

No error. 


Cited: Hughes v. Boone, 114 N. C., 57; Lee v. McKoy, 118 N. C., 
526. 


( 94 ) 
M. L. T, DAVIS v. B. J. SMITH & CO. 


Assignment for Benefit of Creditors—Partners—Reservation of Home- 
stead and Personal Property Exemptions—Fraudulent Intent—Bur- 
den of Proof. 


1. The reservation of personal property and homestead exemptions allowed 
by law for both of the assignors in a deed of assignment for the benefit 
of creditors is neither conclusive nor presumptive evidence of a fraudulent 
purpose. 

2. One partner, with the consent of the other member of a partnership, may 
dispose of the company’s effects for his individual use, and a creditor 
cannot interfere to prevent the application. Therefore the reservation 
by assignors in a deed of assignment for the benefit of creditors of home- 
stead and personal property exemptions out of the partnership. effects did 
not raise any presumption, rebuttable or otherwise, of a fraudulent pur- 
pose on the part of the assignors, but was a eircumstance to be left to 
the jury. 

3. Where, in the trial of an action to set aside a deed of Sagienient as fraudu- 
lent, it was admitted that the assignors attempted to secure a larger 
amount of indebtedness to one of the preferred creditors than was actually 
due, this fact did not shift the burden of proof of fraudulent intent from 
the plaintiff to the defendant in such action; nor was such admitted fact 
such presumptive proof of fraud as to justify the judge in declaring the 
deed void without the intervention of a jury, but it was some evidence 
of a fraudulent purpose, and was properly submitted to the jury upon 
an issue relating to the fraudulent intent of the assignors. 

4. The designation of an irregular method of either setting apart the home- 
stead or appraising personal property reserved by assignors in a deed of 
assignment does not vitiate the instrument or taint it with fraud. There-_ 
fore, where the assignors reserved from the operation of a deed of assign- 
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ment the exemptions “allowed by law,” the use of the words “To be set 
apart by the party of the second part’ was neither conclusive nor pre- 
sumptive evidence of fraud. 


Action to set aside as fraudulent a deed of assignment made by the 
defendants to E. H. Meadows, and to recover the indebtedness due the 
plaintiff by the defendants, tried before Hoke, J., and a jury, at May 
Term, 1893 of Craven. 

The assignee, E. H. Meadows, and J. A. Meadows, a prefer- (95 ) 
red creditor, were made parties defendants. 

The coutplaint after setting out the indebtedness of the defendants 
to the plaintiff at the time of the assignment, alleged: —_- 

“5, That neither B. J. Smith & Co. nor D. W. Smith owed to the de- 
fendants named in Class II of. preferences in said deed the sums directed 
to be paid. 

“6, That in pursuance of the provisions in the deed, and as intended 
therein, the assignee selected three persons, who set aside to defendants 
D. W. Smith and B. J. Smith five hundred dollars worth of goods, each 
according to their valuation, from the stock of B. J. Smith & Co.; and 
also set aside to D. W. Smith his homestead exemption including all the 
real estate described in the said deed of assignment, which they valued © 
at the sum of $100—said three persons acting for the said EK. H. Mead- 
ows, assignee. 

“7, That according to the valuation so made, and in fact, both B. J. 
Smith & Co. and D. W. Smith were insolvent. 

“8, That said deed of conveyance was made with intent to eet 
delay and defraud their creditors, and the said E. H. Meadows and J. A. 
Meadows had notice of such fraudulent intent. 

“9. That E. H. Meadows under said deed has taken possession of per- 
sonal property of the value. of $900, or thereabouts, and has the books 
and notes of said B. J. Smith & Co., and of D. W. Smith and B. J. 
Smith for debts of large amounts, the value of the same being unknown 
to the plaintiff, but the same is largely in excess of their debts. 

“10. The allegations made herein, except as to the existence of the 
debts, are made upon information derived from the public records, and 
from our attorney, who gained his knowledge from conversations with 
the defendants, B. J. Smith and D. W. Smith, and received by us. | 
Wherefore, they demand judgment that the said deed of assign- (96 ) 
ment is fraudulent and void, for the payment of their just debts, 
and costs thereon accrued, for the costs of this action, and such other 
and further relief as they may be entitled to.” 

The defendants denied the fifth and eighth articles of the complaint, 
and in answer to ninth article thereof said that the debts due the said 
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B. J. Smith & Co. and D. W. Smith and B. J. Smith, which came into 
the possession of the defendant E. H. Meadows, amounted to about 
twenty-three hundred dollars, of which only a small amount could be 
collected by law. 

The deed of assignment reserved to each of the partners ‘ifs personal 
property exemptions of five hundred dollars to be assigned and set 
apart, if they should so elect, out of the goods, wares and merchandise 
owned by them as partners; a homestead was also reserved for D. W. 
Smith, one of the partners. The deed provided that the personal prop- 
erty exemptions and the homestead should be set apart and assigned by 
assignee. The assignee was directed to pay, first, attorney’s fee, and 
second “to apply the balance to the payment of the sum of $2, 900 due 
to E. H. & J. A. Meadows Company, and the sum of $900 due J. A. 
Meadows, pro rata.” . There were subsequent classes of preferred debts. 

Upon the examination of the defendants, J. A. Meadows being sworn, 


said: “B. J. & J. W. Smith owed me nothing except as appears upon my ~ 


ledger at the time of the assignment. I am one of the stockholders and 
directors of the E. H. & J. A. Meadows Company (which is a corpora- 
tion), and one of the managers.” 

E. H. Meadows, being duly sworn, said: “I am the assignee of B. J. 
Smith & Co. and D. W. Smith. I am one of the stockholders and di- 
rectors of the E. H. & J. A. Meadows Company, and one of the mana- 
gers. At the time of the assignment B. J. Smith & Co. owed to J. A. 

Meadows $482.63, with interest. D. W. Smith owed to J. A. 
(97) Meadows, including interest, $350.68. D. W. Smith owed to 

E. H. & J. A. Meadows Company $861.52. B. J. Smith owed J. A. 
Meadows $18.09.. This is all the indebtedness between the parties ex- 
cept the cotton account. We were advancing money to B. J. Smith & 
Co. to buy cotton, which was to be shipped to us to secure the money. 
At the time of the assignment they owed us $1,879.01. We had the cot- 
ton at that time. None of the cotton had been sold at that time. Upon 
a sale of the cotton, in the spring following, and a settlement of the 
cotton account, there was a balance to the credit of B. J. Smith & Co. 
of about $136. About $500 worth of this cotton had been sold on 10 De- 
cember, 1891, and applied to the debt, which left a balance of about 
$1,300, which balance was paid by the spring sale as stated above. At 
the assignment I went out to Vanceboro and took an inventory, and laid 
off the exemption and homestead. I selected three parties; they took 
an inventory of the goods in the store, which amounted to about $1,120. 
There was $120 in excess, which I sold to Mrs. Smith, the wife of D. W. 
Smith; left the balance of stock, $1,000 by inventory, as the exemptions 
of B. J. Smith and D. W. Smith; the estimate of the assessors was at 
the actual value. The same three men laid off the homestead and per- 
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sonal property exemptions. My recollection is that they gave D. W. 
Smith the property on which he resided as his homestead. I was pres- 
ent. They reported in writing to me. I accepted the report and acted 
upon 1t. My mind is not clear as to the allotment of the homestead. I 
have received no money from the lands, and have done nothing with the 
lands as assignee. Part of the land was sold under mortgage to Nancy 
Coward. . Since the assignment I bought the land at $450.” 

Examined by the Defendants’ Counsel—“The personal property sold 
to Mrs. Smith, amounting to $120, was sold for its full value. I was 
_ present at the time the assignment was drafted. D. W. Smith 
was present at the time it was drawn. B. J. Smith was not. I (98) 
gave D. W. Smith information as to the indebtedness due E. H. 
 & J. A. Meadows Company and J. A. Meadows, which is preferred in the 
assignment. I did not have my books present. I had asked the book- 
keeper as to the amount of the indebtedness. The $2,900 due E. H. & 
J. A. Meadows Company was intended to cover the general account; the . 
$900 was intended to cover the individual account of J. A. Meadows. I 
received the book accounts and notes, besides the $120 sold to Mrs. 
Smith. I mean by this, that there was no assets left after the assign- 
ment of the homestead and personal property exemption. I applied the 
eash ($120) to the payment to the first preferred creditor, and the ex- 
penses. JI have received nothing from the books; most of them are 
worthless. There may be $300 or $400 collectible, but there are contro- - 
versies on these about payments, etc.; sixteen hundred and odd dollars 
has been paid on the preferred debts of J. A. Meadows Company and 
J. A. Meadows. That was the amount that I ascertained subsequent 
upon examination of my books. I turned over the books and book ac- 
counts to Mrs. Holland Smith, the wife of D. W. Smith, and took a 
mortgage on the homestead, payable 3 in one, two, three, Your years. The 
mules were included in the transfer to Mrs. Holland Smith; in fact, the 
entire assets. I received the full market value for assets turned over to 
Mrs. Smith. The mortgage referred to above was taken by E. H. & J. A. 
Meadows Company and J. A. Meadows in satisfaction of the debts due 
them. and preferred i in the assignment.” | 

The following issues were submitted to the jury: 

1. Wag the assignment made with intent to delay, hinder and defraud 
ereditors of assignors? Answer: No. 

2, What was amount of indebtedness from B. J. Smith to J. A. 
Meadows, existing at the time of assignment and intended to be secured ? 
Answer: $18.09. | 

3. What was amount of indebtedness from B. J. Smith & 
Company to J. A Meadows, existing at time of assignment and ( 99 ) 
intended to be secured? Answer: $432.63. 
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4, What was amount cf mdebtedness from D. W. Smith to E. H. & 
J. A. Meadows, existing at time of assignment and intended to be se- 
cured? Answer: $861.80. 

5. What was amount of indebtedness from D. W. Smith to J. A. 
Meadows, existing at time of assignment and intended to be secured? 
Answer : $350.68. 

6. What amount has the trustee realized from the assignment since 
action commenced? Answer: $1,600. 

All the issues except the first were answered by consent. His Honor 
charged the jury, reviewing the evidence, that the circumstances were 
submitted to them from which to determine the intention of the assignors, | 
B. J. Smith and D. W. Smith, and that they were to say whether the as- 
signments were made with the honest purpose of paying their debts or 
for the purpose of delaying, hindering and defrauding their creditors, 
and that the burden of proof was upon the plaintiffs. 

To this issue, the first, the jury responded “No.” The plaintiffs 
moved to set aside verdict nad for a new trial, which was overruled, and 
plaintiffs excepted. 

The plaintiffs moved for judgment as demanded in nee Mo- 
tion denied. Plaintiffs excepted. . 

Plaintiffs moved for judgment against defendants for costs. Motion 
overruled, Plaintiffs excepted. 

The court rendered judgment against the defendants, B. J. Smith & 
Co., for the debts due the plaintiffs, but refused to set aside the deed, and 
plaintiffs appealed, assigning as error: 

1. That there was no evidence that should have been submitted to the 
jury upon the first issue. 

2. That there was no evidence upon which the finding of the jury 
upon. the first issue can be supported i in law. 

8. That his Honor erred in charging that the burden of proof 
(100) was upon the plaintiffs, and failing to charge that by the ad- 
mission of the defendants and their testimony, as introduced by 

the plaintiffs, the burden was: put upon the plaintiffs. 

4. The refusal of the judgment as prayed by plaintiffs. 


 W.D. Mclver, for plaintiffs. 
W. W. Clark for defendants. 


Avery, J. The exceptions raise three questions—(1) whether there 
was any evidence to support the finding upon the first issue, which alone 
was submitted to the jury; (2) whether the admitted facts shifted the 
burden of proof from the plaintiffs to the defendants by raising a pre 
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sumption that the deed of assignment was fraudulent; (3) whether there 
was error in refusing the motion of the plaintiffs for judgment pea the 
verdict. 

If it plainly appears upon the face of a deed of assignment that it 
was executed not in good faith, but for the purpose of securing the ease 
and comfort of the debtor, the court is empowered to declare it void 
without the intervention of a jury. Woodruff v. Bowles, 104 N. C., 197; 
Brown v. Mitchell, 102 N. C., 347; Hardy v. Simpson, 35 N. C., 182. 
Is the reservation of personal property and homestead exemptions for 
both of the assignors conclusive evidence of a fraudulent intent on their 
part? We think not. The reservation of the right to the personal prop- 
erty exemption and the homestead “allowed by law” was neither con- 
clusive nor presumptive evidence of a fraudulent purpose. Barber v. 
Buiffaloe, 111 N. C., 206; Hegenbrun v. Smith, 98 N. C., 207; Bobbitt v. 
Bodwell, 105 N. C., 236. 

While “it is well settled that each member of a partnership has a 
right to require the application of the joint effects to the joint debts 
before any portion of them can be directed to the satisfaction of 
the individual debts,” it is a rule of law, as firmly established (101) 
that, “with the assent of the partners, any one of them is free to 
dispose of the company’s effects for his individual use, and a creditor can- 
not interfere to prevent the application.” Allen v. Grissom, 90 N. C., 
90; Clement v. Foster, 88 N. C., 213; Rankin v. Jones, 55 N. C., 169. 
If there is no lien in favor of the creditors of the firm, we fail to see 
the force of the contention that the reservation of the exemptions out 
of the partnership effects, as the law permitted them to do, by agreement 
among themselves, raised a rebuttable, if not a conclusive, presumption 
of a fraudulent purpose on the part of the assignors. The late Chief 
Justice Smith, in Allen v. Grissom, conceding that there was conflicting 
authority as to the right of partners, under an agreement among them- 
selves, to apply partnership funds, by assignment or otherwise, to the 
payment of individual debts, says: “This is the doctrine established 
by repeated recognitions in this court, from which, whatever may be the 
decisions elsewhere, we are not at liberty to depart, and it commends - 
itself to our approv ral. i 

Admitting, therefore, that the research of the industrious counsel for 
the plaintiff has enabled him to array much authority from text-writers 
and courts which have adopted different views, we are not required to 
again renew the discussion of questions se long ago settled by our learned 
predecessors. 

The admitted fact that the plaintiffs in the deed attempted to secure 
a larger amount of indebtedness to any of the preferred creditors than 
was actually due, while it fell as far short of presumptive pret. was 
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evidence of a fraudulent purpose, which, as we understand the case, was 
submitted to the jury as bearing upon the first issue. The weight of the 
testimony, in view of all accompanying circumstances shown, was to be 
determined by them. 
_ After reserving the homestead and personal property exemp- 
(102) tion “allowed by law,” the use of the subsequent language, “to be 
set apart by the party of the second part,” constitutes neither con- 
clusive nor presumptive evidence of fraud. Having reserved only such 
exemptions as the Constitution and laws recognized, the designation of 
some irregular method of either setting apart the homestead or apprais- 
‘ing personal property would not vitiate the instrument or taint 1t with 
fraud. It would be simply evidence that the assignors were ignorant of 
the law or misunderstood the method of proceeding prescribed by sta- 
tute while it was still permissible for any aggrieved creditor, who should 
obtain judgment and sue out execution, to pursue the proper remedies 
to enforce his own judgment. | 
We can see no error in the charge of the court, that the burden still 
rested upon the plaintiffs to prove the fraud which they alleged to the 
satisfaction of the jury. We find no testimony which in law would 
have shifted the burden of proof, but only circumstances bearing upon 
the inquiry involved in the issue submitted, the weight of which was 
properly submitted to the j jury. There was 
No error. 


Cited: Armstrong v. Carr, 116 N. C., 501; Thomas v. Fulford, 117 
N. C., 689; Joyner v. a 132 N. C., 588; Kirkwood v. Peden, 173 
N. C., 462. 


(103) 
K. R. COGGINS er au. v. JESSE R. FLYTHEH Et Ar. 
Action on Guardian Bond—Competency of Witnesses—Liability of 
Guardian—Neglegence of Guardian. 


1. In an action on a guardian bond executed before 1 August, 1868, in which 
a reference has been ordered to state an account, the guardian is a com- 
petent witness. 

2. The sworn returns of a guardian are admissible, in a proceeding before a 
referee to state an account of the guardianship, in corroboration of the 
testimony of such guardian. 

8. Where the inventory and account of sales by an administrator, showing 
assets, are followed by a sworn statement of disbursements, accompanied 
by vouchers, oS statement is prima facie correct, and the burden of 
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' showing that.the assets have not been duly administered is upon him 
who alleges that fact. Therefore, in an action on a guardian bond, in - 
which the plaintiff sought to hold the guardian liable for failure to collect 
moneys alleged to be due from an administrator of an estate in which 
the ward was interested, it appeared that the administrator, now deceased, 
had filed his account in 1866, which had been audited by the clerk: Held, 
that the burden of showing that the administrator did not apply the assets 
of the estate for its benefit rested upon the plaintiff. 


4, Where an administrator received moneys in 1862, 1863, and 1864—a large 
proportion thereof in January, 1862—and paid debts of the intestate in 
1862, 1863, 1864, and 1865, it was proper to apply to the balance on hand at 
the close of the war the scale of Confederate currency of January, 1863, 
being an average, instead of applying to each item of gente and credit the 
seale fixed for the respective dates thereof. 


5. Where there is no evidence that an administrator appropriated to his own 
& use the funds of his intestate, he is not chargeable with interest on 
recéipts. 


6. Where in a guardian’s account a balance was struck at the end of every 
year, and interest computed according to the rule in guardian accounts, 
and the receipts and expenditures were both in Confederate money, the 
scale was properly applied at the end of the war upon the balance then 
found to be due. 

7, Where the account and vouchers of an administrator anowed disbursements 
from time to time during the period of administration, it is to be pre- 
sumed, in the absence of proof to the contrary, that the money was paid . 
out as it was received. 

8. During the war an administrator paid with Confederate currency certain 

‘gimple contract debts instead of debts of higher dignity which were 
charges on the land of decedent, and by emancipation the estate of dece- 
dent became insolvent, so that the land had to be sold: Held, that in view 
of the general financial disturbances of the period and: the unwillingness 
of holders of debts generally to accept payment in Confederate money, 
the guardian of the children of decedent is not liable on his bond for 
failure to bring an action against the administrator as for a devastavit. 

‘9, It was not negligence in a guardian in 1865 to rent land and hire out slaves 

for cash in Confederate currency. 


10. A guardian is not personally liable for the necessary expenses of ROatsting 
- a proceeding to remove him. 


‘11. Where, by one clause of his will, a testator devised certain property to 
certain named children of his brother, and by another clause gave certain 
lands to his brother for life, at his death to descend to “his children,” a 
child of such brother born after the date of the will, but before testator’s 
death, has an interest in the land. 

12, Where a guardian allowed the administrator of an estate in which his 
wards were interested to take charge of the‘real estate, he is liable to 
his wards for the rents up to the time the land was sold to pay decedent’s 
debts. 

18. A- guardian is liable to his ward for negligence in failing to sue on a note 
due the ward until the parties thereto become insolvent. 
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Action on guardian bond, heard by Brown, J., wpon exceptions to 
referee’s report, at April Term, 1892, of NorrHampron. 

From the judgment both parties appealed. 

The facts are sufficiently stated by Associate Justice MacRae in the 
consideration of the several exceptions filed by the parties. | 


R. B. Peebles for plaintiffs. 
T. W. Mason, Willis Bagley and W. W. Peebles & Son for defendants. 


MacRaz, J. This was an action upon the bond of Flythe, guardian 
of the relators, heard upon exceptions to the referee’s report at April 
Term, 1892, of } Ponsa pion. It is proper to say that while the case 
comes up upon appeals of both plaintiffs and defendants from the judg- 
ment of his Honor ee Brown, the exceptions to be considered aré” 
from the rulings of MacRae, Judge, at a previous term of said court. 

We will first consider the plaintiffs’ appeal: Exceptions 1, 5, 6 and 7 
involve the admissibility of the testimony of Jesse Flythe and William 

Grant, two of the defendants, being exceptions to certain findings 
(105) of fact based wholly or in part upon the testimony of the aid 
defendants. _ 

It is contended by the learned counsel for the plaintiffs that the de- 
-fendants are incompetent to testify: by reason of the proviso of section | 
580 of The Code, that “no person who is or shall be a party to an action 
founded upon a judgment rendered before the first day of August, 1868, 
or on any bond executed prior to said date, . . . shall be a compe-. 
tent witness on the trial of such action.” 

It will appear, however, by an examination of the record, that this 
action was brought upon two bonds of defendant Flythe, as guardian, 
one executed before and thé other after 1 August, 1868, and that there 
was an amendment of the complaint allowed by the referee, striking out 
all reference to the bond executed sincé that date; but all of the testi- 
mony of defendant Grant and nearly all of that ie defendant Flythe 
was admitted before the amendment and while the action was upon the 
two bonds. | 

But we are not prepared to hold that the testimony was incompetent 
under section 580, even when the action is based upon the bond executed 
prior to 1 August, 1868, alone. There has been much legislation upon 
the subject of evidence of late years in North Carolina. Before 1866, 
generally speaking, no party in interest was a competent witness on the 
trial of an action. By chapter 43, Laws 1866, styled “An Act to Im- 
prove the Law of Evidence,” the door was opened to all, and now, by 
section 589 of The Code, “no person offered as a witness shall be ex- 
cluded by reason of his interest in the event of the action.” It will not 
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be necessary to advert to section 590, which provides certain exceptions 
to this general rule. 

In the OC. C. P. of 1868, under the head “A party may examine his 
adversary #s a witness,” Besos 333 provided “A party to an action may © 
be examined as a witness at the instance of the adverse party, or of any 
one of several adverse parties, and for that purpose may be com- 
pelled in the same manner and subject to the same rules of ex- (106) 
amination as any other witness, to testify either at the trial or 
conditionally or on commission.” This section is the basis of section 
580 of the present Code, and is the first paragraph thereof. 

The Act of 1879, chapter 183, added a proviso that “no person who . 

is a party to a suit now existing, or which may hereafter be commenced, 

that is founded on any . . . bond under seal for the pay- 

ment of money, or conditioned to pay money, executed prior to the first 

day of August, 1868, shall be a competent witness,” etc. This act was 

construed not to apply to official bonds. Morgan v. Bunting, 86 N. C., 
p. 66. 

There was a material change in this proviso by the Acts of 1883,-ch. 
310, in which the words any bond are used, and the words, “for the pay- 
ment of money or conditioned to pay money,” are omitted; and the plain- 
_ tiff contends that the effect of the last-mentioned amendment was to 
make incompetent any party to an action upon ny ‘bond, official or 

otherwise, executed prior to 1 August, 1868. 

Section 580 of The Code is composed of section 338, 0. C. P., with 
the proviso introduced by the Act of 1879, as amended by the Act of 
1883. 

A subsequent Act, chapter 361 of 1885, Sais defendants who are 
administrators or executors to testify in actions upon bonds executed 
before 1 August, 1868, where there is a reference to state an account. 
This Act, if seems to us, was passed out of abundant caution and to ex- 
elude such a conclusion in regard to executors and administrators, as is 
sought by the plaintiff in the case of a guardian, for it is impossible that: 
section 580 could be made to apply to the examination of a defendant 
upon a reference to state an account. The present action is in the nature 
of a bill in equity for an account. The very nature of the action makes 
it a bill of discovery, the object of which is to have the defendant 
| guardian to answer upon oath, and to make discovery of his deal- (107) 
_ ings as guardian. 1 Story Eq. Jur., sec. 447; 2 Story Kq. Jur., 
sec. 689. 

_ While the Act of 1879 was amended by the Act -of 1883 so as to strike 

out the words “for the payment of money,” etc., and make it read “upon 

any bond,” to give it the construction called for by the plaintiff, and to 

hold that the defendant guardian could not testify nor be compelled to 
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testify upon the eae of the account, would take away the equitable 
jurisdiction of the court to require a discovery and accounting by a 
fiduciary, the essence of which is the examination of the defendant and 
the discovery of him under oath. It is to be noted that tHis action is 
not the old action for discovery in aid of the prosecution or defense of 
another action, which was abolished by section 579 of The Code, having 
been rendered useless by the changes in the law of evidence. 

The proceeding in which the testimony of these defendants was given 
was upon the taking of the account demanded by the plaintiff, before | 
the referee, and not upon the trial of the action. 7 

Exception 2 is to finding No. 8, “That there is no evidence that the 
administrator used any of the money received by him on account of said 
estate for any other purpose than for the payment of the debts and ex- 
penses of administration of said estate, or that he did not pay out in 
satisfaction of such debts and expenses the same money which he re- 
ceived on account of said estate.” 

The administrator and estate referred to above are S. J. Calvert, ad- 
ministrator upon the estate of Newitt Harris, deceased. 

The contention of plaintiffs is that the defendant guardian and the 
sureties on his bond are liable for the failure of the guardian to hold 

the said administrator to account for a devastavit alleged to have | 
(108) been committed by him in the said administration to the damage 
of the wards of said guardian, the present relators. 

The said Calvert, administrator, died before the commencement of the 
present action; there has been no final settlement of the estate of his 
intestate, and no administrator de bonis non has ever been appointed 
' for that purpose. 

The administrator filed his inventory and account of sales at March 
Term, 1862, of Northampton County Court, and an account of his ad- 
ministration was stated by the clerk of the Superior Court of said 
county in some action pending in said court and the vouchers are now 
on file in said clerk’s office. 

From these data the referee has made up the account of said adminis- 
tration. 

Plaintiffs contend that from this account there is evidence that the 
said administrator did use the money which came into his hands as ad- 
ministrator; that by June, 1862, he had received $5,219.21, and up to 
January, 1863, he had paid out only $2,271.24; and, further, that it ap- 
pears by said account that he paid a part ($407) of one of the bonds 
which he ought to have paid in full before paying any simple contract 
debt. As to the contention that this account furnishes in itself some evi- 
dence that the administrator used the funds of his intestate for his own 
benefit, we think that it requires more than an admission that the ad- 
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ministrator had the money in his possession to prove that he appropri- 
ated it to his own use, It was not always easy to pay the debts of an estate 
considered fully solvent in Confederate money, and this is a matter of 
general information. 

It would seem that the burden in ihe case should be upon the plain- 
tiff, for the account filed or taken before the Clerk, with the vouchers, 
was presumably under the oath of the administrator, ‘and therefore prima 
facie correct. Grant v. Hughes, 94 N. C., 281. It would be a hard 
measure to put upon the defendants in this action the burden of dis- 
proving the allegations of plaintiff as to the mismanagement of 
. the estate, the administrator of which is now deceased. The find- (109) 
ing, we think, is in accordance with the evidence. It is true that 
an action against an executor or administrator, when the plaintiff shows 
‘by the inventory and account of sales that assets came into the hands 
of the personal representative, the burden is upon him to show that they 
have been duly administered; but when, in addition to the inventory 
and account showing assets, there 1s the further statement under oath 
of his disbursements, this is prima facte evidence, subject to attack, but 
it stands if no evidence: is offered to dispute it. 

In Villines v. Norfleet, 17 N. C., 167, where it was sought to surcharge 
a settlement of an executor’s account by commissioners appointed by the 
court, it was held that said settlement, while not a bar to a future ac- 
tion, did rebut a presumption of fraud. 

Exceptions 3 and 9.—These exceptions involve the correctness of the 
referee’s finding, and the ruling of the judge below on the fourth, fifth 
and sixth exceptions, relating to the finding of the referee that Newitt 
Harris was indebted to S. J. Calvert on open account $1,200. The point | 
is whether the account filed by the administrator is proma facre evidence 
of its truth, or is it necessary, when it is denied in the complaint that 
the jaar dian should offer proof to sustain it? This is the same question 
which we have just discussed. 

Section 16 of the complaint alleges that the administrator rendered 
the account in December, 1866. This action, as we have said, is not for 
an accounting by the administrator, but it is an action against the guard- 
ian and the sureties upon his bond, alleging that the guardian negligently 
permitted an estate in which his wards were interested to be squandered ; 
it was alleged that S. J. Calvert, administrator of Newitt Harris, had 
rendered an account in 1866 in which he retained $1,200 to pay an al- 
legal debt to himself, which debt was in fact not owing to him. 

There was no question about the account having been rendered; (110) 
it was as to the correctness of the $1,200 alleged debt; it ap- 
peared in the account, that plaintiff had a right to attack it. 

It may be that, as was said in Finch v. Ragland, 17 N. C., 137, the 
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court presumes against an administrator dealing with the estate for his 
own benefit; but in the same case it was said by the elder Ruffin: “It 
may be said that the defendant ought to discharge himself by proof. In 
such case the answer is proof. If an administrator inventory a debt as 
desperate he cannot be charged with it but by proof on the other side 
that it was collected or might have been. Here the plaintiffs have sought 
to charge the defendants upon their oath. They must take their answer, 
subject, indeed, to be disproved.” That action was brought directly 
against the administrator for an account, ete. How much more strongly 
does his Honor’s reasoning apply to the present case, where it is sought, 
in a suit against a guardian, to falsify an account rendered by the ad-. 
ministrator of an estate in which his wards were interested, the adminis- 
trator having rendered an account and died long ago? This will apply 
to the $1,200 retainer, where no voucher was filed, as well as to the 
$556.13 item, alleged to have been paid to Samuel Calvert, administrator. 

_ Exception 4 relates to finding 11 of the referee, which is the same as 
finding 18 of the judge, and it is as follows: “The estate of said 
Drewry Harris was amply able to pay all the debts owing by said 
Drewry Harris as principal, and but for the two surety debts aforesaid 
it would not have been necessary to sell the lands devised by said Drewry. 
to Thomas, Mary, Martha and Addie Harris.” 

The contention is-that Drewry Harris’s estate was amply able to pay 
all his debts without recourse to his lands, had the executor properly 
applied the proceeds of the personalty. And this contention is correct, 

but the sale of the land became necessary by reason of the two 
(111) ‘surety debts, which remained unpaid after the payment of lega- 

cies in Confederate money by the executor, and as it appeared 
that the executor was insolvent, and nothing could hae been made out of 
him by an action by the puerdian, the result has not been affected by 
this finding. 

Exception 8 relates to the overruling of elaine third exception, 
which was in these words: “For that he admitted the guardian returns 
offered by defendants.” 

These returns were referred to in the testimony of detenauut Flythe 
and were testified by him to be correct; they were admissible as part of 
testimony and as a sworn statement in corroboration of his testimony, 
which we have held to be competent. 

Exception 10 1s first to the application of the scale in the administra- 
tion account and second to the application of the scale in the guardian 
account by the referee; that 1t was error to have applied the scale of 
Confederate currency to the balance found to be in the hands of the ad- 
ministrator at the end of the war. The administrator appears by the 
aecount to have reduced the personal property of his intestate to money 
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in 1862, 1863 and 1864—a large proportion thereof in January, 1862— 
and to have paid the debts of his intestate during the years 1862, 1863 
and 1865. The balance on hand at the end of the war was $2,084.08— 
this sum was scaled at $3 for $1, the scale value of January, 1863— 
being an average—instead of an application of the seale to each item of 
debt and credit in the account. This seems to have been in accordance 
with the practice in North Carolina, and to be sustained by the decisions 
of this Court. Francis v. Wilson, 74 N. C., 368; Drake v. Drake, 82 
N. C., 443; McNeill v. Hodges, 88 N. C., 504. 

The eescotion is further to a failure on the part of the referee to 
charge the administrator with interest on his receipts. Having sus- 
tained the finding that there was no evidence of the appropria- 
tion by the administrator to his own use of the funds of his in- (112) | 
testate, we see no good reason for charging him with interest. 

The same exception alleges error in the application of the scale in the 

guardian account. This account appears to have been closed and a bal- 
ance struck at the end of every year, and interest computed according 
to the rule in guardian accounts. And the receipts and disbursements 
being both in Confederate currency, the seale was applied at the end of 
the war upon the balance as then found. In the account with the ward 
Addie Harris the balance was against the guardian, and in that with 
the ward Mary it was in his favor. We hold that the scale was properly 
applied upon the authorities already cited, and upon reason. 
_ Exception 11 alleges error in overruling plaintiff’s thirteenth excep- 
tion to the report of the referee, for his finding that 8. J. Calvert, ad- 
ministrator of Newitt Harris, did not use (as his own) the money be- 
longing to the estate of his intestate. 

The account and vouchers showed disbursements from time to time 
during the period of the administration, which would indicate, in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary, that the money was paid out as it 
was received, and the plaintiff has offered no evidence to the contrary. 

Exception 12 alleges error in overruling the fifteenth and sixteenth ex- 
ceptions to the referee’s report that the defendants ought to be held lable 
for what the guardian might have collected by suit upon the bond of the 
administrator, including the proceeds of sale by him for assets, of the 
Powell and Tisdale lands. 

Undoubtedly the general principle is that it is the guardian’s duty 
to protect the interests of his wards, and that if they suffer by reason 
of his negligence, he and his sureties should be liable therefor. It ap- 
pears that the administrator paid and retained on simple contract debts 
a sum which should have been applied to the payment of debts of 
higher dignity, and so have relieved the land devised to the wards (113) 
of defendant Flythe. These two debts of higher dignity were bonds 
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on which the intestate Newitt Harris was principal and Drewry Harris 
was surety, and by the failure of the administrator of Newitt Harris 
to pay them before he retained and paid the simple contract debts, and 
by the subsequent insolvency of the estate of his intestate by reason of 
the emancipation of the slaves, a sale of the land devised by Drewry Har- 
ris to the relators became necessary and was decreed in order to pay 
these bonds. At the time of the payment and retainer of the debts of 
lower degree by the administrator, the estate of Newitt Harris was sol- 
vent, and it became insolvent by reason of the forced emancipation of 
the slaves. 

The general rule, both : at law and in equity, is that it would he a 
devastavit if an executor or administrator should give preference to a 
debt of lower class over those duly presented of a higher dignity (Moye 
v. Albritton, 42 N. C., 62; Schouler on Executors and Administrators, 
sec. 435), just as the gentral rule with regard to the acceptance and 
management of Confederate money is that trustees should be held to that 
degree of care and cirecumspection which prudent men exercise under 
similar circumstances in the conduct of their own business affairs. 
Patton v. Farmer, 87 N. C., 337. But it is common knowledge that there 
was a hesitation on the part of holders of solvent securities to receive 
payment of the same in Confederate money, and that after January, 
1863, or at the farthest, 4 July, 1863, it was not the act of a prudent 
fiduciary to accept such payments. 

In the little light we have upon this administration there is nothing 
to show us any, willingness on the part of the holders of these bonds to 
accept payment of the same in Confederate currency except as to the 
payment of $407 on one of them in 1862. It may be that if the ad- 
ministrator were alive to testify, the reason for the payment of the 

simple contract debts first would be made to appear to be the 
(114) refusal of the holders to accept payment of bonds, then entirely 
solvent, in a depreciated currency. 

We are also affected with the knowledge common to all that soon after 
the close of the war there was such uncertainty as to the solvency of 
persons and estates, and such embarrassment in the collection of debts, 
‘as well might have deterred a prudent man, in the management of his 
own affairs, from incurring expense of litigation i in doubtful cases; and 
while there was no- ‘statute to that effect before the Act of 1869 (section 
1496 of The Code), we cannot say that fitting the principles of law and 
equity, which never’change, to the circumstances of this case, where the 
estate was amply solvent at the date of the retainer and payment, and 
became insolvent afterwards, without fault of the administrator but 
by the overpowering effect of the war and its incidents, that in the spirit 
of liberality which the law exercises towards executors and administra- 
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tors (Schouler on Exrs. & Admrs., 385, note 1), the courts would then 
have held that there was no devastavit and that the administrator and 
his sureties were not liable. Under these circumstances, we are of the 
opinion that the guardian, in view of all the evidence, was not negligent 
in failing to bring an action against the administrator of Newitt Harris. 

The conclusion arrived at in the consideration of the last exception 
will dispose of all other exceptions based upon the theory that the guard- 
ian and his sureties ought to be held liable for such failure. It was 
clear the guardian could have made nothing for his wards by a suit 
against Isaac Peele, executor of Drewry Harris, as he was insolvent 
immediately after the war, aud has remained so ever since. The other 
exceptions above referred to as virtually disposed of are 15, 18, 19 and 
20, involving the question whether the defendant guardian, by due dili- 
gence, could have prevented the sale of the Potecasi land, and the ex- 
ceptions to the supplemental report as to alleged errors in the 
statement of the account of 8. J. Calvert, administrator. (115) 

Exception 13 is, first, to a failure to credit Addie Harris with 
the balance due her on 1 January, 1866, with compound interest, ete., 
and that such balance should have been $30.90 instead of $10.01, as 
found. This balance was not charged against the guardian, because it 
appeared that he had the funds on hand at the close of the war, and they 
became of no value. Second, the failure to credit Mary Harris with 
her share of the rents of land and hire of slaves for 1865, on the ground 
that it was negligence to have hired for cash. It appears that the guard- 
ian rented the land and hired the slaves for 1865 for cash, in Confeder- 
ate currency, and that the same remained in his hands at the close of the 
war. Was it negligence to have taken cash in the currency of the 
country under the circumstances? Would a prudent man have preferred 
to take notes just at that juncture? As was held below, ordinary rules 
‘ought not to be applied to transactions of that date, when everything was 
in such confusion and uncertainty in the section where these transac- 
tions occurred that all prudent men, in the management of their own 
affairs, and fiduciaries in those of others, were at a loss to know what 
to do. The sequel showed that many solvent securities were soon to 
lose all value. , | | 

Exception 14 is for error in overruling in part exception 25—“Tor 
that in stating said account, he erred in allowing the guardian the follow- 
ing items, to wit, $3.88 paid sheriff bill of costs, 1 March, 1873; no 
charge against wards. Motion was made to remove him as guardian, and 
dismissed at his costs. Voucher 58, 2 April, 1874, $10 fee paid attorney 
W. Bagley to resist motion to remove him.” We have been pointed to 
no judgment against the guardian for the costs. If a motion was made 
to remove the guardian, which was dismissed or denied, it would seem 
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that he ought not to be held personally able for the necessary expenses 
of resisting the motion. 
This exception is also to the allowance of the items $325, 1 
(116) March, 1864, and $1,200, 1 March, 1865, upon the ground that 
there was no evidence to support them, They appeared in the 
account of the guardian, which he swears to be true; they were open 
to attack, and in our opinion were not successfully "repelled. While 
apparently large items, the scale applied to the balance as of 1 Jannu- 
ary, 1865, reduced them to very small sums. 

Exception 16 was withdrawn and 17 is admitted to be well taken. It. 
is to an evident error of Judge MacRae in writing the word “sustained,” 
instead of “overruled,” to the defendants’ tenth exception, and was so 
treated throughout the subsequent proceedings and, therefore, did not 
affect the result to the prejudice of the plaintiff. There is 

No error. 

‘DEFENDANT'S APPEAL. 


MacRan, J. The first and fourth sxeapions of detonate involve a 
construction of the will of Drewry Harris. The clauses of the will 
bearing upon the point are as follows: 

“Item 2. I give and bequeath unto Thomas C., Mary and Martha, 
children of my brother Newitt Harris, sixteen ieeaces (naming them) 
to be equally divided po meen the said children of my brother, to them 
and their heirs forever.’ 

“Ttem 6. I lend unto my brother Newitt ngerie er his natural 
life my negro man ‘Big Joba,’ also all my land and improvements there- 
on, on the south or west side of Potecasi creek, and at the death of my 
said brother I give the said land and the negro to his children, to them 
and their heirs forever.” 7 

The children of Newitt Harris were the wren relators, Thomas,’ 
Mary, Martha and Addie. It is contended by the defendants that the 
said Addie Harris is not entitled to a share with the other children of 

Newitt Harris in the land devised in the above-recited Item 6 
(117) of Drewry Harris’s will, because, although said Addie was liv- 

ing at the death of the testator, she was not in being at the time _ 
of the making of his will, having been born afterwards, and that the 
true construction of said will would include only those children who 
were living at the time of the execution of the will, and because the in- 
tention of the testator can be collected from Item 2, taken in connection 
with Item 6, to have been in favor only of the children who were then 
living. — 

‘The principle, as stated in Williams Executors, sec. 981, is: “Gener- 
ally speaking, every one who at the time of the testator’s death falls. 
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within the described class of children will be entitled. But where it 
appears from express declaration or clear inference upon the will that 
the testator intended to confine his bequests to those only who answered 
the description at the date of the instrument, such intention must. be 
earried into effect. A court of Equity, however, is always anxious to 
include all the children in existence at the time of the death of the 
testator.” Defendants rely upon Lockhart v. Lockhart, 56 N. C., 305, 
where it is said that, “Where a testator in one part of a will uses words 
descriptive of a class, and in another part uses the same words of the 
same persons, the presumption is that in both cases the words are used 
in the same sense.” 

The application of the above-stated principle was to a very different 
state of facts than is presented to us. The question was whether certain 
children took under the will of Sarah Lockhart per stirpes or per capita. 
By Item 2 there was a specific bequest “unto the children of my son 
John.” Item 5, being the residuary clause, gives all other property 
undisposed of in former items of the will “to the children of my de- 
ceased son John, and my sons Benjamin and Joseph.” The Court found 
no difficulty in arriving at the conclusion that the children of John, 
being named as a class in the second item, and the same words of de- 
scription being used in the fifth item, took there also as a class. In the 
present case there can be no room for construction. 

Item 2 gives sixteen slaves to certain persons, naming them 
and describing them as “children of my brother Newitt,” the en- (118) 
joyment to be immediate upon the death of the testator. By the 
subsequent item he gives the land to his brother for life, “and at the 
death of my said brother, I give the saidland . . . to his children.” 
It would be a very strained construction which would limit this devise 
to the children living at the execution of the will. By all rules it would 
take in children born after the death of the testator, and living at the 
death of their father, Newitt. In this case, however, Addie was living 
at the death of the testator, and was entitled to share in the devise. 

“In a bequest to a class of persons, as to children, courts will effectu- 
ate the intention of the testator by including as many persons answer- 
ing the description as possible.” Meares v. Meares, 26 N. C., 192. 

Second Exception—It appears from the referee’s report int on 25 
November, 1861, Newitt Harris died intestate, leaving a considerable 
personal property and two tracts of land known as the Tisdale and 
Powell places; that S. J. Calvert qualified as administrator on his estate 
in 1861, and gave bond, which bond remained solvent up to January, 
1874. Until the erianeipation of the slaves the estate of Newitt Harris 
remained solvent, but the said administrator took charge of the real 
estate of his intestate, and declined to surrender it to the guardian on 
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the ground that Confederate money was depreciating so rapidly he could 
not tell what would be the condition of the estate. The guardian made 
no demand for possession until two years after the qualification of the 
administrator, under an apprehension that the administrator was en- 
titled to hold the land for two years. The guardian was requested by 
the administrator, however, to rent out the land for 1865, and he rented 
the Tisdale tract for that year, and the rent appears in his account. 

He could not rent the Powell tract. After the emancipation said 
(119) estate became insolvent, and on.the ---__- Gay OF af ek 

182 -2256aid wdeainiet rater began proceedings to sell said lands 
for assets for the payment of debts, and said Flythe and Mary, Martha 
and Thomas were duly made parties defendant. Said lands were sold 
on the ____ day of ---_---.----, 18---_, and the prices obtained for 
them appear in the account. 

Upon the foregoing facts the referee declined to charge the guardian 
with the reasonable rents of said lands, but stated an account of what 
said reasonable rents would be. The plaintiff excepted to the refusal 
of the referee to charge the guardian with said rents. This exception 
was sustained by the judge, and defendants excepted, and this constitutes 
the matter now involved in Exception 2. The defendant does not ex- 
cept to the finding of the referee as to the value of the rents, if the 
guardian is chargeable with them at all. 

The administrator has no concern with the real sais of his intestate 
until it becomes necessary to sell the same for assets, when the statute 
provides the proceeding by which he may subject the same to sale for 
the purposes indicated. The Code, sec. 1436, et seg.; Schouler Execu- 
tors, secs. 212, 218, 509. 

The guardian was invested with full power and authority over the 
estate of his wards. They were the heirs and the owners of the land 
of their ancestor, subject to the payment of his debts. Before the Act 
of 1846-47 the procedure to subject the lands to the payment of debts 
was at the instance of the creditor and against the heirs. After this act 
the personal representative was required to take proper proceeding for 
that purpose, but until this proceeding was had it was the duty of the 
guardian to take charge of the land and rent it out or use it for the 
benefit of the heirs. If the administrator had collected the rents and 
paid debts with it, there being a déficiency of personal assets, a court of 
Equity would not hold the guardian accountable. Hinton v. Whitehurst, 

TIN. C., 66; Moore v. Shields, 68 N. C., 327. The order of sale 

(120) for assets ascertains that it was necessary to sell the land, but 

not that the rents which ought to have been collected by the guard- 

ian had been appropriated to the payment of debts. There is no evi- 

dence that the administrator collected any rents. The guardian is al- 
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ready charged with the rent for 1865 of one tract, and if he has shown 
that the other tract could not be rented for that year he is not charge- 
able therefor. He should be held liable for the rents which he ought 
to have collected for the heirs. 

Third Exception.—Newitt Harris, the father of the relators of 
plaintiff, died intestate in November, 1861, leaving considerable personal 
property and two tracts of land. His estate was solvent up to the eman- 
cipation of the slaves. Drewry Harris died in 1860, leaving a will by 
which he devised a tract of land to Newitt for life, and after his death 
to his children, the relators. 

Newitt Harris as principal, and Drewry Harris as surety, owed two 
bonds—one to Summeril] and the other to Phillips. 8S. J. Calvert was 
administrator on the estate of Newitt Harris, and retained $1,200 on’ 
a simple contract debt to himself, and paid Samuel Calvert $556.13 
on a simple contract debt, leaving unpaid the two bonds above described. 

The estate of Newitt Harris was amply able to have paid these 
specialty debts. The executor of Drewry Harris filed a petition to sell 
the lands of his testator, and sold the land to pay the two bonds afore- 
said, on which Newitt Harris was principal and Drewry was surety. 
~ Plaintiff charges that the administrator of Newitt Harris was guilty of 
a devastavit in paying the simple contract debts of his intestate before 
the specialty debts, thus exhausting the personalty, as it turned out, by 
reason of the subsequent emancipation of the slaves, and making it 
necessary for the executor of Drewry to sell the land which had been 
devised to the relators, the wards of defendant Flythe; and that said 
defendant should have sued the bond of the administrator of Newitt. 
The referee found that an action by the guardian against the 
administrator would have availed the wards nothing, except that (121) 
it would have revealed the devastavit in paying simple contract 
~ debts in preference to specialties, by reason whereof he failed to pay 
the bonds upon which Newitt was principal, and made it necessary to 
subject to the payment of the same the lands of EA which had 
been devised to the wards. 

Plaintiff excepted to this anding by referee, and insisted that an ac- 
~ count of the estate of. Newitt would show that plaintiff’s relators were 
greatly damaged by a failure on the part of their guardian to bring this 
action. Defendants excepted to all of this finding, except that such 
suit would have availed nothing. MacRaé, J., sustained defendants’ ex- 
ceptions on the ground that the estate of Newitt was solvent at the time 
_ of the payment of the simple contract debts, and was rendered insolvent 
afterwards without fault of the administrator. Upon plaintiff’s excep- 
tion, the same judge held that upon a recasting of the account it will ° 
appear whether this exception is well taken. Defendants except to this 

89 


IN THE SUPREME COURT - aS 


CoGGIns v. FLYTHE. 


ruling upon the ground that it was hypothetical and inconsistent with 
his rulings upon defendants’ exception. Upon such recasting it is made 
to appear that the said estate was solvent at the time when the payments 
were made; and, as we have held, upon consideration of the plaintifi’s 
appeal, that the defendants ought not to be held liable as for a devasta- 
vit, on account of the circumstances of this case, it follows that the re- 
casting of the account worked no harm to the defendants. 

Exception 5 is to the ruling of MacRae, J., whereby the guardian was 
charged with the bond of T. W. Jordan, A. J. Jordan and F. 8S. Faison 
for the rent of the Potecasi land for 1873, due 1 January, 1874. 

Flythe, the guardian, rented the Potecasi land for 1873 to T. W. Jor- 
dan, and took his note, with A. J. Jordan and F. 8. Faison as sureties, 

for $200, due 1 January, 1874. At the time of the execution of 
(122) the note the sureties were reputed to be solvent, but in 1872 and 

1873 large judgments had been taken and docketed against said 
Faison. The guardian found it necessary to ‘sue these same parties in 
1872 and 1875 in order to collect other rent notes out of them, but he 
failed to sue upon the note in question until 1876, when all the parties 
thereto were insolvent. A guardian 1s not an insurer, but he is required 
to use reasonable diligence. He had notice in this instance, for he had 
found it necessary to sue the same parties in 1872 and again in 1875; 
but he waited two years before taking legal steps to collect this note, 
and then the parties were insolvent. If he had acted with reasonable 
promptness he could have made the money. He should be held lable 
for its loss for the want of the exercise of ordinary care. 

Exceptions 6 and 7.—The referee filed the post-bellum accounts of 
_the guardian, showing a balance due Addie Harris 1 January, 1881, of 
$551.07, and a balance due Mary L. Coggins of $63 on 1 June, 1877. 

The defendants excepted to this finding, for that in fact Mary L. 
received one-third instead of one-fourth of the rents of the Potecasi land. 
In this account the guardian was charged with one-fourth of said rents 
as that which should have been paid to Mary, but by some inadvertence 
the counsel for the guardian excepted upon the ground that he should 
have been charged with one-third of said rents, and the exception, by 
the same inadvertence, was sustained. The defendants’ counsel, after 
the supplemental report, proposed to withdraw this éxception and let 
the account stand as originally made by the referee. As it evidently 
was a mistake, this ought to have been allowed. There is no analogy 
between this and paying money under a mistake of law. These excep- 
tions should be sustained. ; 

The eighth exception is to errors in the account stated by the referee 
' of 8. J. Calvert, administrator of Newitt Harris. As we have held 
on the plaintiffs’ as well as the defendants’ appeal that the defendant 
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ought not to be held hable for a failure to sue the administration (123) 
bond on account of the alleged devastavit, this exception should 

be sustained upon the fifth ground. : 
. All the exceptions having been disposed of, it follows that the de- 
fendants are not liable for the sum of $186.86 each and interest, the 
sum found to be in the hands of S. J. Calvert, administrator; that the 
plaintiffs’ relator, Mary, is not entitled to recover of defendants the sum 
of $151.39, but that the defendant, Jesse Flythe, ought to have judgment 
against Mary L. Coggins for $17.21, with interest from 1 January, 
1877, and that the relator, Addie, should have judgment against the de- 
fendants for the amount of their bond, to be discharged on the payment 
of $643.10, with interest thereon from 1 J anuary, 1881. 

Modified. 


Cited: Shell v. West, 180 N. C., 173; Rich v. Mortsey, 149 N. C., 49. 


BRITISH AND AMERICAN MORTGAGE COMPANY v. W. W. LONG ET AL, 


Deseriphion mM  Deed—Peformation of Deed—Cloud upon Title— 
Injunction. 


1. Where the proper construction of the deseription of land in a deed gives 
the grantee all the land to which be lays claim, the reformation of the 
deed to correct a supposed misdescription will be denied. 


2 When a deed or will once sufficiently identifies the thing by its known name 
or other means, and then superadds, unnecessarily, to the description, 
such further description, though inaccurate, will not vitiate the previous 
and perfect description; therefore, where the owners of a large body of 
land sold off two small tracts so as to divide it into three separate tracts 
and subsequently conveyed the remainder, describing it as “those tracts 
or parcels of land lying in one body,” and the boundaries following such 
description clearly show the intention of the parties to include in the 
deed the three tracts remaining unsold: Held, that the description in the 
deed will cover all the land within the boundaries, although there are 
three tracts instead of one. 


3. Under chapter 6, Laws of 1883, to determine adverse claims to land, the 
owner of land is entitled to an injunction, pending the action, to restrain 
a judgment creditor of his vendor from Selung: the land under a judgment 
asserted to be a lien upon it. 


AppraL fram an order continuing a restraining order to the (124) 
hearing, made in chambers at Hatirax, by Whitaker, J. Defend- 
ants appealed. 

The plaintiff complained that in February, 1890, the defendants, Long 
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and wife, made a deed of trust to secure plaintiff for money loaned, con- 
veying certain lands in Halifax and Warren counties by the following 
description: “All the following described real estate, lying in the 
counties of Warren and Halifax and State of North Carolina, to wit: 

All those tracts or parcels of land lying in one body in the counties of 
Warren and Halifax, of which the late Samuel A. Williams was seized 
and possessed at the time of his death, bounded on the north by the 
lands of Henry Wallett and G. Branch Alston: on the west by the lands 
of John Neal, Dudley Neal, Transberry Neal and LaFayette Williams; 
on the south by the lands of W. H. Shearin, W. G. Shearin, Mrs. Ruina 
T. Alston and 8. ae Hamlet; and on the east by Big Fishing Creek 
and the land of T. C 0, Williams; ; containing in all seven thousand : acres, 
more or less,” 

The plaintiff has recently discovered by an actual survey of die land 
that the same does not lie in one body, as described in said deed of trust, 
but by reason of the sale by former owners of two small tracts off of the 
said body, it is now divided into three separate tracts, about 4,506 acres 
in one, about 1,344 acres in another, and about 82 acres in the third. 

Plaintiff further complains that the misdescription above named oc- 
curred by the mutual mistake of all the parties to the deed of trust; that 
certain judgment creditors of defendant Long, who are also defendants 
in this action, and whose judgments have been docketed since the regis- 
tration of said deed of trust, were making efforts to sell said lands under 

execution upon their “indgments, and thereby to cast a cloud upon 
(125) plaintifi’s title to the land. 

Some of the answers admit that judgment creditors are 2 mak- 
ing efforts to sell the 1,344 and 82-acre tracts, and deny that they are 
‘covered by the deed of trust to plaintiff or subject to the same. 

The prayer is for a reformation of the deed, if in the opinion of the 
court it is necessary to be done, and for other relief, and for an Injunc- 
tion to prevent further proceeding on the part of judgment creditors, 
parties defendant, until the determination of this action. This in brief 
is the contention of the parties. 


R. O. Burton for plaintaff. 
Thos. N. Hill and EH. W. Timberlake for defendants. 


MaoRagz, J., (after stating the facts). We see no necessity for a re- 
formation of the deed of trust in the manner desired by the plaintiff, 
‘because in our opinion the description of the land in the deed of trust 
will cover all of the land which belonged to the said Long and wife 
within the boundaries set out in the deed, although 1t should turn out 
‘that there were three tracts instead of one body of land. 
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The rules laid down by Taylor, C. J., in Cherry v. Slade, 7 N. C., 
82, have been frequently quoted and approved, as will be seen by refer- 
- ence to the above case in Womack’s Digest, No. 1597: 

“1. That whenever a natural boundary is called for in a patent or 
a de&d, the line is to terminate at it, however wide of the course called 
for it may be, or however short or beyond the distance specified. 

“3. Where the lines or corners of an adjoining tract are called for in 
a deed or patent, the lines shall be extended to them without re- 
gard to distance, provided these lines and corners be sufficiently (126) 
established, and that no other departure be permitted from the 
words of the patent or deed than such as necessity enforces or a true 
construction renders necessary.” 

According to the contention of the plaintiff, all of the land, formerly 
in one body, now separated into three tracts by the sale of a small por- 
tion thereof, is bounded as described in the deed of trust; the lines of 
the adjoining tracts called for will not fit either of the three tracts 
apart from the other two, but the said lines will bound the three tracts 
together, except as to the small tract which was sold. | 

Here there are two descriptions, or rather a qualification of one de- 


scription: “All those tracts or parcels of land . . . in the counties 
of Warren and Halifax of which the late Samuel Williams was seized 
- and possessed at the time of his death, bounded,” ete. . . . There 


would be no trouble in the description embracing the three tracts, for 
they are described as tracts (plural), but the words of qualification, 
“lying in one body,” have given rise to this contention. 

When a deed or will once sufficiently identifies a thing by its known» 
name, or other means, and then superadds, unnecessarily, to the de- 
scription, such further description, though inaccurate, will not vitiate 
the previous and perfect description. Stmpson v. Tones 36 N. C., 11. 

But it is also a general rule that the deed shall be supported, if pos- 
sible, and if by any means different descriptions can be reconciled, they 
shall be; or if they be irreconcilable, yet one of them sufficiently points 
_ out the thing so as to render it certain that it was the one intended, a 
false or mistaken reference to another particular shall not overrule that 
which is already rendered certain. Proctor v. Pool, 15 N. C., 470. 

Upon any other principle we should be at a loss to determine which 
tract of the three was that intended to be conveyed, for a part of the 
_ boundaries will take in either of the tracts, while all of them, if plaintiff 
is right in its contention, are necessary to fill the space between 
the different boundaries. This being the case, there being no (127) 
necessity for a reformation of the deed, if plaintiff’s contention 
be correct that all three tracts are comprehended within the boundaries 
set out in the deed of trust, it will be unnecessary for us to consider the 
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effect upon subsequent judgment creditors of a reformation of the deed 
and correction of mistakes therein. 

While the action would not he to remove a cloud upon plaintiff’s 
title, the trustee being in possession and having adequate relief at law 
(Peacock v. Scott, 104 N. C., 154, and cases there cited), Laws 893, 
ch. 6, entitled, “An act to determine conflicting claims to real property,” 
provides that an action may be brought by any person against another 
who claims an estate or interest in real property adverse to him for the 
purpose of determining such adverse claims. The purpose of the present 
action, which was begun since the passage of the act above referred to, 
being to determine the conflicting claims of plaintiff and the defendant 
judgment creditors, there is no reason why the plaintiff 1s not entitled 
to the ancillary remedy of injunction pending the action, the irreparable 
damage being the sale of part of the land under execution, and the conse- 
quent effect upon the sale, by the trustee, and prevention of the land 
selling for its value at said trustee’s sale. 

Affirmed. 


Otteds Bostic v. Young, 116 N. C., 770; Puryear v. Sanford, 124 
N. C., 282; Tucker v. Satterthwaite, 126 N. C., 959; Smith v. Parker, 
131 N. C., “472 ; Lumber Co. v. Lumber Co., 169 N. C., 94, 103; Little 
vo. Efird, 170 N. C,, 189. 


(198) | 
D. C. MOORE vy. COMMISSIONERS OF PITT COUNTY. 


Board of Justices of the Peace—Meetings—Proceedings of I rregular 
Meetings. 


1. The justices of the peace’ of a county can lawfully meet, organize and act 
only at the time of their regular annual meeting (first Monday in June) 
and on such days as the board of commissioners may appoint for special 
meetings, not oftener than once in three months; therefore, 


2, A meeting of the justices of the peace of a county held on a day other than 
the first Monday in June, and called, not by the commissioners, but by 
the chairman of the board of justices, was not a lawful meeting, and its 
proceedings were unauthorized and without force. 


SHEPHERD, C. J., did not participate in the decision of this case. 


Action, heard before H oke, J., at Sept. Term, 1893, of Prev. 
The plaintiff sought a writ of mandamus to compel the commissioners 
_of Pitt County to accept his official bond and induct him into the office 
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of clerk of the inferior court of said county, which the complaint al- 
leged had been established by the justices of the peace of the county. 
The defendants contended that the court had not been regularly con- 
stituted. A jury trial was waived and it was agreed that his Honor 
should find the facts. The finding was substantially as follows: 

That one G. T. Tyson, chairman of the board of justices of the peace 
of the county, published in a weekly newspaper in Greenville in its is- 
sues of 1, 8 and 15 February, 1893, a call for a meeting of the justices 
of the peace of the county to be uel in Greenville on 18 February, 
1893, for the purpose of considering the advisability of establishing an 
tatoos court in said county, copies of the several issues of said news-_ 
paper containing notices of said call being mailed to each justice of the 
‘peace in the county. 

That on 18 February, 1893, there were forty-seven justices | 
of the peace in Pitt County, the county being entitled by law to (129) 
sixty-two. On that day twenty-seven justices assembled in obe- | 
dience to the call, and the meeting was organized by G. T. Tyson, as 
chairman, and the plaintiff as deputy register of deeds as seeretary or 
clerk. A quorum was announced, and resolutions establishing the in- 
ferior court and providing for its sessions, were adopted by a vote of 
twenty in favor of and six against them. The plaintiff received a ma- 
jority of the votes of the justices present for the office of clerk, and was 
declared elected to the office. A solicitor and three justices of the court 
were also declared elected. | 

The plaintiff, D. C. Moore, appeared before the board of commissioners 
of said county on the first Monday in July last, and tendered to said 
body his official bond as clerk-elect of the inferior court. That said 
Moore asked the consideration of his said bond, that the same be ac- - 
cepted, and that he be regularly inducted into said office. Being of the 
opinion that the said inferior court had not been regularly constituted, 
the said board of commissioners declined to consider or accept the bond 
of the plaintiff or to induct him into the said office. | 

That a written demand, signed by the said officers, claiming to have 
been elected as aforesaid, was then submitted to the said board of com- 
missioners, among other things demanding that a jury be drawn accord- 
ing to law for the August Term. gaits of said inferior court, which 
demand was in all respects denied. 

Upon consideration of the facts his Honor denied thé application for 
a mandamus and dismissed the action, and plaintiff appealed. 


Don Gilliam for plaintcff. 
T.J.d arvis for defendant. 
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BurweEty, J. Whatever may have been the provision of law 
(180) in regard to the meetings of the justices of a county before the 
adoption of The Code, it seems very clear that, since it was en- 
acted, they can lawfully meet, organize and act only at the time of their 
regular annual meeting, which is fixed by statute on the first Monday 
in June, and on such days as the board of commissioners may appoint 
for special meetings, such meetings not, however, being allowed to take 
place more than once in three months. The Code, sec. 717. If the 
Justices come together at any other time than the first Monday of June, 
except at the call of the commissioners, it is not a lawful meeting, and 
the proceedings of such an assembly can have no force. The Legislature 
has committed to the justices of the several counties most important 
functions, but it has seen fit to allow them to meet in special session 
only when called together by the commissioners. 

What is said above disposes of the matter of this appeal, and renders 
it unnecessary that we should determine what number of justices would 
have made a quorum if the meeting had been called according to law.. 

Afirmed. 


Cited: Rogers v. Powell, 174 N. C., 392. 


(181) 
WINNIE YOUNG v. JOHN R. ALFORD, ADMINISTRATOR oF SIMON ALFORD. 


Statute of Limétations—Indorsement of Credits on a Note Barred by 
Lapse of Time—Payment by Specific Articles—Evidence. 


1. The mere indorsement of a credit on a note by the holder (even though 

supported by a counterclaim in favor of the debtor) will not have the 

effect of reviving the liability on a note barred by the lapse of time, but 
only an actual payment made and received as such. 


2. To make specific articles a payment they must be received as payments or, 
by subsequent agreement, applied as payments. 


3. In the trial of an action on three bonds it appeared that plaintiff, some 
years after they were barred by lapse of time, got a quart of brandy of 
the defendant’s intestate and offered to pay him for it, but he said, “No, 
he owed her; let that go on, as he already owed her more than he could 
ever pay”; no price was named for the brandy, and no request was made 
to apply its value to any indebtedness, and no specific indebtedness was 
mentioned. There was an indorsement of a credit of twenty-five cents 
upon each of the bonds of a date within ten years before suit was brought, 
but there was no evidence that the debtor directed or assented to such 
indorsement, nor any evidence aliunde such indorsements that they were 
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put on the notes the day they purported to have been, nor any as to the 
handwriting of such entries: Held, that there was no evidence sufficient 
to go to the jury to prove a payment. 


Action, tried at April Term, 1893, of Franxxin, before Shuford, J., 
. upon three bonds for money alleged to be due the plaintiff, aggregating 
$1,067. There were various credits on the bonds, but only one within 
ten years before suit brought, and that for twenty-five cents indorsed 
upon each, 

The defendant admitted the execution of the bonds by his intestate, 
but denied the credits and the dates thereof as alleged. A concise and 
sufficiently explicit statement of the plaintiff’s testimony 1s contained 
in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. | 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and defendant appealed from a 
judgment rendered thereon. 


E. W. Timberlake for plaintiff. 
FS. Spruill for defendant. 


CrarK, J. The evidence adduced by plaintiff to prove a payment was 
not sufficient to go to the jury, and it was error to refuse the defendant’s 
ninth prayer for instruction to that effect. According to that evidence— 
putting out of view the defendant’s testimony—the plaintiff, some years 
after the bonds were barred by the lapse of time, got a quart of 
brandy of the defendant’s intestate and offered to pay him for (132) 
it, but he said: “No, he owed her; let that go on, as he already 
owed her more than he could ever pay.” There was no price named 
for the brandy, no request to apply its value to any indebtedness, and 
no specific indebtedness mentioned. This was either a ‘refusal to accept 
any payment for the brandy, under the circumstances, or, at most, a sale 
on credit. There was nothing to indicate that the brandy was to be 
credited as a payment on the three bonds, nor to authorize the plaintiff 
to estimate the value of the brandy herself, and dividing it into three 
parts to credit the bonds with twenty-five cents each with the view of 
bringing them back into date. This was solely the act of the plaintiff, 
while payment, if made at all, could only have been made by the debtor. 
There is no evidence of any kind that he directed or assented to this 
crediting the three several bonds, aggregating over $1,000, or any one 
of them. Nor was there any evidence, alewnde the credits themselves, 
that they were put on the bonds the day they purported to have been, 
nor was there any evidence as to the handwriting of such entries. “Tt 
is not the mere indorsement of a credit upon the note, even:when sup- 
ported by a counterclaim, by the holder, which will have the effect of re- 
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viving the hability, but an actual payment made and received as such.” 
Bank v. Harris, 96 N. C., 118, citing Woodhouse v. Bimmons, 73 N. C., 
30; 2 Greenleaf Ev., sec. “444, 

A case exactly in neat is Locke v. Andres, 29 N. C., 159, in which 
it is held by Ruffin, C. J., that to make specific articles a payment they 
must be received as payments, or, by subsequent agreement, applied as’ 
payments, and that the court below properly refused to submit to the 
jury the question of payment, when the evidence was simply that the 
debtor had at several times let the creditor have small quantities of 
bacon. 

The plaintiff cited several asatheuities to the effect that if the debtor 

make no application of a payment, the creditor can make it. But 
(133) that is when there is a payment. A set-off or counterclaim is not 

apayment. White v. Beaman, 96 N. C., 122, relied on by plain- 
tiff, differs from this case. There the creditor asked for a payment; 
the debtor offered to make a payment in whiskey, which was accepted. 
The creditor thereupon stated that he would enter it as a credit on the 
note, and did so enter it. 

Error. 


Cited: S. c., 118 N. ©., 292. 


J. A. KELLY v. E. L. FLEMING, JR, ev at, 


Bill of Sale—Chattel Mortgage—Privy Examination of Wife—Descrip- 
tion in Bull of Sale—Sale by Parent to Child—Effect of Attachment 
on Property Sold, but not Delivered—Instructions—Verdict of Jury. 


1. The statute (see. 1 of ch. 91, Acts of 1891) provides that ““Wherever house- 
hold or kitchen furniture is conveyed by chattel mortgage or otherwise as 
allowed by law in this. State, the privy examination of married women 
shall be taken as is now prescribed by law in conveyance of real estate: 
Provided, that all such conveyances of household and kitchen furniture, 
except as herein provided, shall be ineffectual to convey a title to the 
same”: Held, that the act does not apply to an absolute sale of such prop- 
erty, but only to a conveyance by chattel mortgage or other way by which 
a lien can be fixed thereon, as by deed of trust or conditional sale. 

(Quere: Whether the provisions of the act could be made to apply in 
ease of a chattel mortgage, ete, by a husband, of his own household and 
kitchen furniture, at any rate, of such as was owned by him before the 

' passage of the act.): | , 
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2. An instrument of writing conveying all the household and kitchen furniture 
and all other property of every description belonging to the grantor at a 
certain house is sufficiently definite where there is no cuveuty as to the 
identification of the property by: parol evidence. 


3. A conveyance by a parent to a child is not presumptively fraudulent except 
in case of a voluntary conveyance or one upon an insufficient considera- 
tion, the parent being in embarrassed circumstances. 


4, Where there is no evidence to support a prayer for an instruction to the 
jury, it is not error to refuse to give it although it contain a correct 
proposition of law. 


5. A bill of sale absolute, and not intended as a security, is not invalid as to 
creditors of the grantor, although the delivery of the property conveyed 
by it is made after the levy of an attachment by such creditors. 


6. In answer to an issue, “Is F. the owner of the property described in the 
pleadings, or any part thereof? If so, what part?’ the jury responded, 
“Yes”: Held, that the response was sufficiently intelligible, and properly 
understood to mean that F. was the owner of all the property. 


Aotion, tried at February Term, 1893, of Vancz, before Shuford, J., 
and a jury, upon appeal from justice’ s court by E. L. inne, Jr., ad 
Fanny Fleming, interpleading defendants. — 

The plaintiff sued to recover a debt against defendant EK. L. Fleming, 
Sr., who was a nonresident of the State, and caused an attachment to be 
levied on certain furniture, alleging the same to be the property of E. L. 
Fleming, Sr., and recovered judgment, from which E. L. Fleming, Sr., 
did not peceal 

At the trial of the cause before a justice of ay peace, EK. L. Fleming, 
Jr., filed an affidavit, asking to interplead, as appears on the record. 
The defendant E. L. Fleming, Jr., offered in evidence upon the trial, 
to support his title, a paper-writing, purporting to be a bill of sale, as 
follows: 


“In consideration of $500 in cash to me paid by E. L. Fleming, Jr., 
I hereby bargain, sell, convey and deliver to E. L. Fleming, Jr., all the 
household and kitchen furniture and all other property of every de- 
scription belonging to me, and at the house and lot in Henderson, N. C., 
owned by W. D. Horner, and occupied by my family. 
“Witness my hand and seal, this 13 July, 1892. _ 
“EH. L. Fremine.” (Seal.) 


The plaintiff objected to the introduction of the alleged bill (135) 
of sale: 

1. Because the privy examination of Fanny Fleming, wife of 
E. L. Fleming, Sr., was not taken, nor did she sign the said instrument 
as prescribed by law, and the same is therefore ineffectual to ery the 
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2. Because the description of the property in the instrument is not 
sufficient, and the said paper is void for uncertainty. 

The objection was overruled, and the plaintitt excepted. 

Defendant E. L. Fleming, af r., offered in evidence a check for $500, 
payable to and indorsed by his father, and admitted to have been paid 
by the bank on which it was drawn. Fleming, Jr., testified that he let 
his father have the money to accommodate him, as he, the father, was 
going-to Texas. A few days afterwards his father said to him that he 
had no way to secure the advance of the $500, except by the furniture, 
and the son thereupon said he would take a bill of sale. Witness said, 
“T did not take possession of the property until after it was attached. 
When I drew the check it was not drawn in payment of the furniture. 
I let my father have the money to accomodate him, and did not have 
the furniture in mind. He afterwards let me have the furniture to 
secure me.” Upon being recalled, witness said, “I did not give my 
father the $500 as the consideration for the furniture, but he gave me 
the furniture in consideration of the $500. I do not mean to say that 
the property was conveyed to me as a security, but that it was conveyed 
to me absolutely in settlement and payment of the $500, and was to be 
my property.” 

The property attached was in the house of W. D. Horner, and covered 
and included all the property owned by E. L. Fleming, Sr., there. 

The plaintiff requested (in writing) his Honor to charge the jury 
as follows: 


1. Conveyances from a parent to his child are, in law, aves waely 
fraudulent, although the child is twenty-one years of age. And the 
transaction must be shown by E. L. Fleming, Jr., to have been 

(186) in good faith, and without any fraudulent purpose. 

2. If the jury are satisfied, from the evidence, that the trans- 
action was a trick or contrivance to secure the continued use and benefit 
of the property io E. L. Fleming, Sr., or his family, and to prevent its 
seizure and application by law to the debts of E. L. Fleming, Sr., then 
it would be fraudulent, and the jury will answer the issue “No.” | 

3. That the paper-writing, offered as a bill of sale, is inoperative, be- 
cause the privy examination of Mrs. Fleming was not taken, and be- 
cause no specific description of the property is given, and no evidence 
offered to show what property was referred to therein. 

His Honor declined to instruct the jury as above set forth, stating 
that there was no evidence to support the second prayer, and plaintiff 
excepted. 

Plaintiff also requested his Honor, in writing, to charge the jury: 

“Tf the bill of sale was made, as alleged, on 13 July, 1892, but there 
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was no delivery of the property until after the levy of the attachment, 
then the same would be invalid as to creditors.” 

His Honor refused to give the instruction as requested, but charged 
the jury that the same would be true if the bill of sale was given as a 
security, but that it would not be true if bill of sale was intended as an ~ 
absolute conveyance. | 

Plaintiff excepted, because his Honor declined to instruct the jury 
as requested. 

The court submitted the china issue to the jury, stating, among other 
things, that if the bill of sale was intended to secure the loan of the 
$500, then it is a mortgage, and, being unregistered, it 1s inoperative 
against creditors, and the jury should answer the third issue “No.” But 
if it was intended as a bill of sale absolute, and not as a mortgage, and 
if it was a, bona fide conveyance, the jury should answer the 
third issue “Yes.” (137) 

The court further charged the jury that the burden was on the 
interpleader to prove title to the property claimed by him by a prepon- 
derance of-the testimony. 

The following issues were submitted to the jury, who answered the 
same as follows: 

1. Is the defendant Fannie Fleming the owner of the pen furniture 
described in the interpleader? Answer: “No.” . 

9. Are the said Fannie Fleming and E. L. Fleming, Jr., the joint 
owners of the piano described in the interpleader? Answer: “No. id 

8. Is the said E. L. Fleming, Jr., the owner of the property described 
in the said interpleader, or any part thereof? If so, what part? An- 
swer: “Yes.” 

Plaintiff moved the court to set aside the verdict on the third issue, 
and to grant a new trial, upon the ground that the verdict was not a 
proper response to the issue and was unintelligible, and no judgment 
could be rendered thereon. 

The court declined this motion, because it was of the opinion that the 
answer to said issue was intelligible and included all the property de- 
seribed in the bill of sale. 

There was judgment for the interpleader, and plaintiff appealed. 


A. (. Zollicoffer and Pittman & Shaw for plainteff. 
T. T. Hicks for defendant. 


- ‘MacRaz, J. His Honor instructed the jury to respond to the first 
and second issues “No,” and to this instruction and the finding of the 
jury in response thereto there was no exception. This eliminates from 
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the case any question which might have arisen if a part of the property 
conveyed by the husband had been found to belong to the wife. 

The first exception brings before us for construction ch. 91, 
(138) Laws 1891, entitled “An act regarding chattel mortgages.” 

“Section 1. That whenever household or kitchen furniture is 
conveyed by chattel mortgage or otherwise as allowed by law in this 
State, the privy examination of married women shall be taken as is now 
prescribed by law in conveyance of real estate; provided that all such 
conveyances of household and kitchen furniture, except as herein pro- 
vided, shall be ineffectual to convey a title to the same.” 

The question presented is whether, upon a true construction of the 
statute above cited, it is necessary for the wife to join the husband in a 
conveyance and sale of hes household and kitchen furniture, and be > 
privily examined touching her free execution of said conveyance in 
order to make the same effectual in law. The act is not drawn with 
that precision and clearness which will enable us to reach without diff- 
culty a conception of the will of the Legislature. _ 

The words “household and kitchen furniture’ may comprise not 
only that species of property which is in actual use, but also that which 
is on sale in shops, yet no one will contend that this statute should be 
construed so literally as to embrace articles of this kind of the latter 
class. The word “convey,” in its broadest significance, might embrace 
any transmission of possession, but we are restrained to its legal mean- 
ing, which, ordinarily speaking, is the transfer of property from one 
person to another by means of a written instrument and other formali- 
ties. Repalje & Lawrence Law ee “Convey, Conveyance.” <Accord- 
ing to Webster a conveyance is “an instrument in writing by which 
property.or the title to property is conveyed or transmitted from one 
person to another.” 

The meaning of this word being well sndersieed at common law, it 
must be understood in the same sense when used in a statute. Smith- 
deal v. Wilkerson, 100 N. C., 52. 

The statute refers to the Taner of conveyance, 1.e. i chattel mort- 

gage, and proceeds, “or otherwise as allowed by law.” It is 
(189) a very familiar principle in the construction of statutes, that 

when there are general words following particular and specific 
words the former must be confined to things of the same kind. Souther- 
land Statutory Construction, sec. 268. 

To aid us in reaching the meaning of the sods of a statute we may, 
when necessary, now resort to the preamble, or even the caption or title 
of the act. Southerland, supra, sec. 210; Randall v. R. R., 107 N. C., 
748; Blue v. McDuffie, 44 N. C., 181. And this we find to be an act re- 
garding chattel mortgages. The law as it was before the passage of this 
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act permitted the wife to convey her real and personal property with 
the written assent of her husband (Constitution of North Carolina, Art. 
10, sec. 6), but as to her personal property no pry examination was 
necessary. | 

_ The evident mischief sought to be overcome by this act is the facility 
with which these necessary articles for the comfort and convenience of 
every household, however humble—the household and kitchen furniture 
—may be conveyed away, notwithstanding the protection which the law 
throws around them by the personal property exemption, at least during 
the life of the husband, by the chattel mortgage, or other lien, now al- 
most the only basis of credit for the poor man. 
The remedy proposed was to protect the wife, as in case of lands 
which were hers, or in which she had an inchoate interest, such as dower, 
from force or compulsion, by requiring her privy examination! to: be 
taken before the law would recognize the validity of such conveyance. 

The act could not apply to those methods of conveyance of personal 
property by sale and delivery where no writing was used, for then the 
privy examination of the wife would have been impracticable, Nor to 
the sale by the husband of the personal property of which he was 
the sole owner, because, in this instance 1t was not necessary that (140) 
the wife should join. But it was intended to prevent the con- 
veyance by chattel mortgage, or in any other way by which a hen could 
be fixed thereon, of the property named, as by deed of trust or condi- 
tional sale, without a writing signed by husband and wife, and the 
privy examination of the wife, as in sales of real estate; and this may 
be applicable to such property whether it belong to the husband or to 
the wife. 

We do not think it was made to appear by the evidence, though the 
defendant so contends, that the property in controversy had belonged to 
the husband before the passage of this act; indeed, it will not affect our 
conclusion, as we have held the act not to apply to an absolute sale by 
the husband, such as is evidenced by the bill of sale offered in evidence. 

In case of a chattel mortgage or other like conveyance of his own 
household and kitchen furniture by the husband, the serious question 
would arise as to whether the provisions of the act could be made to 
apply—how far the Legislature may restrain the jus desponendi of 
private property, where no rights of others are to be preserved, or 
whether it may do so at all. Bruce v. Strickland, 81 N. ©., 267; 
Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 236; or at any rate, whether it might be 
made to apply to such property as was owned by the husband before the 
passage of the act in question. Sutton v. Askew, 66 N. C., 172. 

We see no force in the exception that the description of the property 
in the instrument is not sufficient. It was intended to and did cover all 
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of the personal property of the grantor, which was then in the house or 
upon the lot described. There was no difficulty as to the identification | 
thereof, which might be done by parol. Goff v. Pope, 88 N. C., 123, - 

The plaintiff excepted to the refusal of his Honor to instruct the jury 
that “conveyances from a parent to a child are in law presumptively 
fraudulent, although the child is twenty-one years of age. And the 

transaction must be shown by E. L. Fleming, Jr., to have been 
(141) in good faith and without any fraudulent purpose.” We think 

that this prayer was too broad and sweeping in its terms, and 
that the instruction could not have been given. It was said in Jenkins 
v. Peace, 46 N. C., 418: “Nor is a parent forbidden to sell to his child. 
The only difference would be that the latter would be held to fuller and 
stricter proof of the fairness of the transaction.” 

In case of a voluntary conveyance or one upon insufficient considera- 
tion by parent to child, the-parent being in embarrassed circumstances, 
such presumption would arise. The evidence in this case would not have 
warranted the instruction. McCanless v. Flanchum, 89 N. C., 373. 

The second prayer for instruction was a correct proposition of law, 
but there was no evidence to support it. The evidence, if believed, was 
all to the contrary. | 

We have already disposed of the third prayer and exception, and 
we agree with his Honor in his refusal to instruct the Jury: “If the bill 
of sale was made, as alleged, on 13 July, 1892, but there was no delivery 
of the property until after the levy of the attachment, then the same 
would be invalid as to creditors.” 1 Benjamin Sales, sec. 330. 

We think that the response to the third issue was properly understood 
by his Honor. If the Jury had found the interpleader to be the owner 
of part only of the property, it would have been necessary to qualify 
the answer, but its only meaning must be that he was the owner of it all. 
There is 

No error. 


Cited: Merritt v. Kitchen, 121 N. ©., 180; Walton v. Bristol, 128 


N. C., 481; Jennings v. Hinton, 126 N. C., 54; Harvey v. Johnson, 133 
N. C., 356; Vann v. Edwards, 1385 N. C., 666 - 
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(142) 
A. & W. B. CRINKLEY v. BE. J. EGERTON ET At. 


Jurisdiction—Action to Recover Crops—Orop Lien—Description of 
Land—Power of Sale in Agricultural nen. 


1. The Superior Court bas jurisdiction of an action not based on contract, but 
for the recovery of property alleged. to exceed $50 in value, and if the 
value is less than $50 the Superior Court has concurrent jurisdiction with 
a justice of the peace. (The Code, sec. 887.) : 


2. In an action for the recovery of crops, and for the value of part of the 
same alleged to have been wrongfully converted by the defendant, insti- 
tuted by plaintiff, who had advanced supplies to the maker of the crops, 
against defendant, who claimed such crops as landlord (which relation 
was denied by plaintiff), a motion to dismiss the action on the ground 
that the defendant. being entitled as landlord to the possession of the 
crops no action would lie against him, was properly refused; for, aside 
from the controversy as to the defendant’s relation as landlord, he would 
be liable, if landlord, to account to plaintiff for the value of the crops in 
excess of his lien. , 


8. An instrument giving a lien upon crops raised “upon Opossum Quarter 
tract of land in Warren County, known as the tract M. W. is buying from 
Egerton, or any other lands he may cultivate during the present year,” 
sufficiently described the lands upon which the crops were to be raised, 
and was effective as to the crops raised on the land described, but void 
as to those raised on “any other lands.” 


4, A power of sale upon default in paying advances, inserted in an instrument 
giving a lien upon crops, does not invalidate the instrument, though pre- 
scribing a different remedy from that allowed by the statute. 


Action, tried before Moke, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893 of 
WARREN. 

Plaintiffs claimed the proceeds of a certain crop grown by Major 
Williams on a tract of land in Warren County for the year 1891, or a 
sufficiency thereof to pay their debt due from him, and which said crop 
passed into the possession of defendant Egerton, who had converted 
the same, claiming the right to do-so as landlord of Williams, and for 
rent and advances for said year, due him as landlord. 

Plaintiffs claimed to own the crop by virtue of two instruments, 
which were duly registered, by which Williams gave to them for (148) 
supplies advanced a lien upon the crop to be raised upon “Opos- 
sum Quarter (joining poorhouse) tract of land in Warren County, 
known as the farm Major Williams is buying from Egerton Brothers, 
or any other lands he may cultivate during the present year 1891.” The 
instruments, in addition to the power to take possession of the crops 
after maturity, ete., conferred a power of sale of the crops in case of 
default in the payment by Williams of the indebtedness by a designated 
day. 
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Plaintiffs imtroduced evidence to show that the crops were grown 
upon the land referred to in the instruments, being the land that Wil- 
hams held under contract from Egerton, and heme the only land so held 
by Williams and farmed and controlled by him for the year 1891. There © 
was evidence tending to show that the crops grown by Williams on the 
land for 1891 were worth between $100 and $200, and that the debt 
due plaintiffs, under the instruments, was $79.48. 

Defendant Egerton admitted converting crops grown by said Williams, 
claiming and offering evidence that the amount was not near so large 
as alleged by plaintiffs. | 

Defendant Egerton further claimed that he was landlord of said 
Major Williams by virtue of an instrument or contract existing be- 
tween said defendant and Major Williams, which was as follows: 


“Contract made 30 December, 1887, by and between B. I. Egerton, 
of Macon, Warren County, N. C., of the first part, and Major Williams 
(a colored man), of Warren County, N. C., of the second part: 

“Witnesseth, That said B. I. Egerton has leased to the said Major 
Williams for a term of ten years (beginning from this day) his tract 
of land lying in Warren County, N. C., known as the William and John 
Powell tract, adjoining the lands of S. 'P.. -Arrington, Mrs. Emma Eger- 
| ton’s heirs and others, and containing sixty-six acres; the said 
(144) Major Williams to pay the said B. I. Egerton, on or before 1 

November of each year, beginning 1 November, 1888, and con- 
tinuing to the termination of this lease, three bales cotton (lint), to 
weigh each 400 pounds, making a total or 1,200 pounds lint cotton, to be 
paid as rent for each of the ten years. | 

“The said B. I. Egerton agrees to and with the said Major Williams, 
_ and as an inducement for the said Williams to pay the rent promptly 
each year as 1t matures, that whenever he has been paid as much as six 
hundred dollars ($600), with interest on the same from this day at 
eight per cent, as rent on the said tract of land, that this lease is to 
terminate, and that he will make to the said Major Williams a good 
and sufficient deed in fee simple to the said tract of sixty-six acres of 
land, but the said Major Williams shall lose the above option if he fails 
to pay the said B. I. Egerton the rent of 1,200 pounds lint cotton each 
year. In order to ascertain when the said $600 and interest has been 
paid, the said B. I. Egerton is to keep a correct account of all rents paid 
to him by the said Williams. 

“This paper-writing 1s to be considered as a rent bond, and all crops 
that may be made on the said tract of land are bound for the said rent 
of 1,200 pounds lint cotton, as in case of other agreements for rent be- 
tween landlord and tenant.” 
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Defendant testifies that he had advanced said Williams as his tenant 
supplies to make the crop of 1891, both directly and also by paying off 
a. prior mortgage on the stock of said Williams, due and owing to one 
Pleasants & Son. That defendant had paid off this mortgage to Pleas- 
ants & Son to amount of $60, and such payment was necessary to re- 
lease the stock of Williams for year 1891, and was so an advancement, 
for which said Egerton had a preferred lien as landlord. That the bal 
ance of the rent due defendant Egerton for the year 1891, together with 
the advancements made direct to Wilhams and in paying off the Pleas- 
ants & Son mortgage, which antedated the liens of plaintiffs, were much 
more than sufficient to absorb the crops for the year 1891. 

Defendant further contended and offered evidence tending to show 
that Major Williams, his tenant, had failed to pay up the stipulated rent 
for two. or three years before 1891, and that there was a balance 
of rent due-for said years. (145) 

1. Defendant moved to dismiss the plaintiffs’ cause of action, 
for that it appeared upon the face of the complaint that the action is 
one of contract, and the amount claimed being under $200, the Superior 
Court has no jurisdiction, Motion overruled by his Honor, and oe 
ant excepted. 

_ 2, The witness W. G. Egerton testified (and it was not: comaetaed) 
that Major Williams paid the rent (1,200 pounds of cotton) the first 
year (1888); the second year (1889) he only paid 800 pounds of cot- 
ton; the third year (1890) he paid only 400 pounds of cotton, and the 
fourth year (1891), the crop which is now litigated, a balance of $90.91 
is still due, after applying the proceeds of such part of the crop as has 

been paid to the defendant. | 

- The defendant insisted that as the rent for 1891 had not been paid, 
the title to the crop still remained in him as landlord, and that the 
plaintiffs could not maintain an action against him, and moved his 
Honor to dismiss the action upon that ground. Motion overruled, and 
defendant excepted. 

3. The defendant asked the court to charge the jury that the plain- 
tiffs obtained no title to the crops raised by Major Williams by reason 
of the paper-writings marked Exhibits “A” and “B,” for that (1) said 
paper-writings fail to sufficiently describe the land upon which said 
crops were to be grown; (2) that said paper-writings fail to comply 
with the provisions of the statutes creating an agricultural] lien, in that 
they prescribe a different remedy than that allowed by statute (section 
1800 of The Code), which instructions his Honor refused to give, but 
charged that the land was sufficiently described, and that said paper- 
writings did comply with the agricultural len law. Defendant excepted. 
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There was verdict for the plaintiffs and judgment thereon in favor of 
the plaintiffs against defendant Egerton for $29.50, being the 

(146) difference between the value of the crops held by him and the 
amount due him for rent and advancements for the year 1891, 

and from this judgment defendant Kgerton appealed. 


T. T. Hicks for plaintiff. 
Batchelor & Devereux for Egerton. 


Crark, J. Exception 1—The action is not based on contract, and is 
for the recovery of property which it is averred in the complaint exceeds 
fifty dollars in value. The court rightly held that the Superior Court 
had jurisdiction. Even had the value of the property been less than 
fifty dollars, the Superior Court had concurrent jurisdiction. The Code, 
sec. 887. 

Exception 2.—The action being not only for the recovery of the crops, 
but for the value of part of the same, alleged to have been wrongfully 
converted by the defendants, the court properly refused the motion to 
dismiss the action made, on the ground that the landlord being entitled 
to possession of the crops no action would he against him. Whether 
he was landlord or not was a controverted point, and if landlord he was 
liable to account to. plaintiffs for value of crops in excess of his lien. 

Exception 3.—The court properly held that the paper-writings put in 
evidence by plaintiffs “sufficiently described the land upon which the 
crops were to be raised, and were a sufficient compliance with the statute 
creating an agricultural lien, though prescribing a different remedy from 
that allowed by statute. The Code, sec. 1800.” On the first point, the 
mortgage on the crops to be raised on the farm described and “on any 
other lands he may cultivate during the present year 1891” was held 
effective in Woodhef v. Harris, 95 N. C., 211, as to the crops on the 
‘lands described (which is the case here), though void as to those raised 
on “any other lands.” Gwathney v. Etheridge, 99 N. C., 571. As to 

the second point, the insertion of a power of sale upon default 
(147) made did not invalidate the instrument as an agricultural hen. 
As to the Pleasants & Sons lien assigned to Egerton, the jury, 
-in response to the issue, find that nothing was advanced thereunder. 
No error. 


Cited: Hurley v. Ray, 160 N. C., 379. 
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DENNIS SIMMONS v. THE NORFOLK AND BALTIMORE 
| STEAMBOAT COMPANY. 


Corporation—Abuse of PruverePines of Business—F orfeiture—Dis- 
solution at Suit of Stockholders. 


1. It is a tacit condition of a grant to a corporation that the grantees shall 
act up to the end or design for which they are incorporated; and hence, 
through neglect or abuse of its franchises, a corporation may forfeit its 
charter as for condition broken or for breach of trust. 


2, Unless provided otherwise in the charter, it is the duty of a corporation to 
keep its principal place of business, its books and records, and its princi- 
pal officers within the State which incorporated it, to an extent necessary 
to.the fullest jurisdiction and visitorial power of the State and its courts 
and the efficient exercise thereof in all proper cases which concern said 
corporation. 


3: The persistent failure of a corporation chartered in this State to maintain 
its principal place of business within the State as required by its charter, 
and the withdrawing of all its agencies from the State, will authorize the 
courts to decree a dissolution of such corporation upon the suit of a stock- 
holder, under section 694 (ch. 16) of The Code. 


4. Where a summons in a special proceeding was improperly made returnable 
to the Superior Court in term, it was proper for the judge to remand the 
proceeding, with directions that the summons be amended so as to make 
it returnable before the clerk on a day certain. 


AcTIon commenced by summons issued to September Term, 1892, of 
Martin, for the purpose of dissolving the defendant company, a cor- 
poration formed in 1880, under Laws 1871-72, and for a receiver 
to take possession of the property of the defendant and wind up (148). 
the affairs. At said term plaintiff filed his complaint, and ninety 
days were given to the defendant to file answer. _ 

Using his complaint as an affidavit, the plaintiff applied to the judge 
at chambers, and obtained an order for the defendant to show cause be- 
fore the judge at chambers, in Greenville, on 22 September, 1892, why 
a receiver of the defendant company should not be appointed as prayed. 
The said order was served on the defendant, and was heard by the judge 
upon complaint of plaintiff, used as affidavit, and the affidavits of John 
D. Briggs and J. A. Teel, on the part of the plaintiff, and the answer 
of the defendant not filed in court, but used on the hearing of the order 
to show cause as on affidavit, and the affidavit of Thomas Skinner, and 
exhibit of the treasurer of the company on the part of defendant, all 
of which are in the records of this action. Among other causes assigned 
by the defendant why a receiver should not be appointed were that the 
motion was made in an action of which the judge did not have jurisdic- 
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tion, the summons therein being returnable before the judge at term, 
and not before the clerk as a special proceeding, as appeared from the 
complaint used on this hearing as an affidavit, and that the parties re- 
quired by The Code had not been made, and that not only should a 
receiver be denied, but the proceedings should be dismissed. This was 
resisted by plaintiff and no motion to remand or amend was made. Af- 
ter argument the judge took the papers by consent for consideration and 
decision. On 4 October, 1892, one of the attorneys for the plaintiff filed 
in the clerk’s office of Martin County the order of the judge, which was 
as follows: 


“The cause is remanded to the clerk of the Superior Court of Martin 
County, with directions to amend the summons so as to make 1t 
(149) returnable before him on the first Monday of. November, 1892. 
As the summons has already been served on the defendant cor- 
poration, and it has filed an answer, it will take notice of the amend- 
ment and file any other answer, if it is so advised, on or before that date. 
The ¢lerk is directed to have'a copy of the amended summons posted at 
the courthouse door in said county for three successive weeks, and in 
addition have the same published for three successive weeks, as required 
by section 695 of The Code, in manner and form as therein stated. 
“After the said return day the clerk is directed to certify the issues 
and papers in the cause and put said cause upon the civil issue docket 
for trial at ensuing December Term of Martin Superior Court. As 
this is a cause where delay might be seriously injurious to the interests 
of plaintiff and his associate stockholders, it may be set for trial on 
Monday, the first day of said term: As I see no immediate danger in so 
doing, I will continue the motion for a receiver until said term, without: 
prejudice. The clerk will see that the summons is duly published and 
proof of publication made by said return day. 
“G, H. Brown, Jr, J eee etc.” 


enon the clerk made the following order: 

“The order of his Honor G. H. Brown, Jr., Judge of the Superior 
Court, having been filed in this court with the other papers in the cause, 
it is ordered, in obedience and in accordance with said order, that the 
summons originally issued herein be and the same is hereby amended 
by making the same returnable before the undersigned clerk of the Su- 
perior Court of Martin County on Monday, 7 November, 1892, at his 
office in the town of Williamston, county and State aforesaid; and fur- 
ther, that in said amended summons the plaintiff be made to declare or 
sue in behalf of all other corporators, creditors, dealers and others in- 
terested in the affairs of the defendant company, who will come in and 
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make themselves parties to this pieced Jt is further ordered 
that a copy of said amended summons be posted for three weeks (150) 
at the courthouse door in Williamston, and that service of the 
same be made upon all corporators, creditors, dealers and others inter- 
ested in the affairs of the defendant company, by publication of a copy 
of said summons for three weeks in the State Chronicle, a newspaper 
published in the city of Raleigh, State aforesaid. It is ordered that all 
- parties hereto shall have until 7 November to file pleadings herein.” 
Within ten days after notice of said orders the defendant appealed 
therefrom, asstgning as grounds that the judge should have dismissed 
the motion for a receiver, and that he had no jurisdiction or authority to 
make said orders, or either of them. 
The substance of the complaint is set out in the opinion of Chief Jus- 
tice Shepherd. 


Don Gilliam for plainteff. 
Batchelor & Devereux and J. EH. Moore for defendant, 


SHEPHERD, C. J. This proceeding is brought for the purpose of ob- 
taining a decree of dissolution against the defendant company, and the 
most important question to be considered 1s whether the complaint sets 
forth facts sufficient to entitle the plaintiff to the relief prayed for. _ 

The defendant was incorporated under the general act for the forma- 
tion of corporations (The Code, ch. 16), and it is therein provided, 
among other things, that all corporations so created may be dissolved 
by “special proceedings” instituted by any corporator “for any abuse 
of its powers to the i injury of the plaintiff or of the corporators, or of 
its creditors or debtors.” Section 694. 

The articles of incorporation provide that the business of the defend- 
ant shall be the “transportation of produce and merchandise and 
all other kinds of freight and passengers to and from the various (151) 
landings on the Roanoke river in North Carolina to and from the 
cities of Norfolk in Virginia and Baltimore in Maryland, and to and 
from said cities to the said landings, and to and from all other points in- 
termediate between said river and said cities, and its principal place of 
business shall be at Williamston” in this State. The plaintiff, who is © 
one of the corporators, alleges that in 1887 the control and management 
of the defendant corporation passed into the hands of nonresident stock- 
holders, “since which time the original aim and purpose of said cor- 
poration has been departed from, the value of the company’s property 
greatly depreciated, the business fallen away and its general affairs 
gradually but steadily grown worse.” It is further alleged “that for 
more than a year now past the defendant company has altogether ceased 
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to operate said ports or any of them within this State; that no single 
agency or place of business has been maintained within this State, and 
that the town of Williamston has been absolutely discontinued as the 
principal place of business of said company, as required by said articles 
of incorporation.” 

“Tt is a tacit condition of a grant to a corporation that the grantees 
shall act up to the end or design for which they are incorporated, and 
hence, through neglect or abuse of its franchises, a corporation may for- 
_feit its charter as for condition broken, or for breach of trust. The 
duties assigned by an act of incorporation are conditions annexed to the 
grant of the franchises conferred” (Angell & Ames. Corp., sec. 776), 

“and duties implied are equally obligatory with duties expressed, and 
their breach is visited by the same consequences.” si kd v. 
Rh. R., 28 N. C., 456; Field Corp., 456n. 

It has been held, without reference to any express provision of law or 
specific requirement of the charter, that it is the duty of .a corporation 
to keep its principal place of business, its books and records and_ its 
principal officers within the State which incorporated it, to an extent 

| necessary to the fullest jurisdiction and visitorial power of the 
(152) State and its courts, and the efficient exercise thereof in all 

proper cases which concern said corporation. S. v. R. R., 45 
Wis., 579. In commenting upon this decision, Mr. Morawetz (Pr. Corp. ” 
361) says: “This doctrine is correct only provided the Legislature has 
expressed the policy of the State by some special enactment, or by a 
general system of legislation regarding incorporated coripanion, There 
is no such rule at common law. It is always implied in the grant of a 
charter of incorporation, where there is no indication to the contrary, 
that the company shall have its central office or place of management 
in a State under whose laws it was organized. This, however, is merely 
a rule applicable to the construction of charters in determining the in- 
tention of the corporators and of the State, and is not an arbitrary rule 
of law.” Accepting the principle as thus modified, and applying it to 
a corporation doing business, like the defendant, exclusively under a 
charter granted in this State, it would seem very clear that by the 
_ policy of our laws, as indicated by “a general system of legislation,” the 
- duty referred to is imposed upon the defendant. We have many stat- 
utes which plainly contemplate that such a corporation shall keep’ its 
principal place of business, certainly some of its agencies, within the 
limits of the State. Of such are sections 3862 and 363 of The Code, re- 
lating to the attachment of shares of stock in corporations and the in- 
terest and profits thereon, and authorizing the service of a certified copy 
of the warrant of attachment on “the president or other head of the 
association or corporation, or with the secretary, cashier or managing 
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agent thereof.” ‘Of such also are the provisions of section 694 of The 
Code, authorizing the dissolution of the corporation upon the return of 
an execution unsatisfied upon a judgment .docketed in the Superior Court 
of the county “where it has its only or principal place of business.” Re- 
ference may also be had to the visitorial powers conferred upon the 
board of railroad commissioners, which, together with other pro- 
visions of the law, clearly show that a corporation of this char- (153) 
acter cannot entirely withdraw all of its offices and anne from 

the State. 

The decision in 8. v R. R., 45 Wis., 579, supra, was based, to some 
extent, upon similar statutory provisions, aaa the general principle of 
that case has been here discussed for the purpose of showing that the ex- 
press provision of the charter of the defendant, requiring its principal 
place of business to be at Williamston in this State, may well be sustained 
by the general policy of our laws. The case is also direct authority that 
such a violation by a corporation of its charter is “an abuse and misuser 
of its corporate powers,” and is within the spirit and meaning of our 
statute upon the subject. Without considering, then, the other causes 
assigned in the complaint, we are of the opinion that the persistent 
violation of the charter in withdrawing, as alleged, the principal place 
of business from Williamston, and all of its agencies from the State, 
would authorize the court to decree a dissolution of the defendant ¢ cor- 
poration. Attorney-G eneral v. R. R., supra. 

The summons in this proceeding was improperly made returnable to 
the Superior Court in term, and his Honor remanded the proceeding 
with directions that the summons.be amended so as to make it returnable 
before the clerk on a day certain. This order, together with the other 
. directions to the clerk, is fully sustained by the principle laid down i in 
Epps v. Flowers, 101 N. C., 158. mus judgment must be 

Affirmed. 


| Cited: Roberson v. Lumber Co., 153 N. C., 122. 


| | (154) 
W. T. GRIMES v. GEORGE E. BROWN Et AL. , 


Practice—Reference to Arbitration—N otice of H earing by Referee. 


L Where a referee was appointed to determing all matters growing out of a 
copartnership, and by the same order was required as receiver to’ sell the 
property, collect the assets, and pay out the proceeds according to the 
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rights of the parties as determined by himself as referee, and to report 
his action to the next term of the court to be entered as the judgment of 
the court, and such order was by consent of parties: Held, that such order 
was a reference to arbitration instead of a reference under The Code; 
and as the findings of fact would be final under the terms of the order, all 
parties were entitled to the notice of the time and place of hearing. 


2. Whether notice was duly given of the time and place of the hearing by a 
referee, and whether both parties appeared and were present at such 
hearing (as to which there were conflicting affidavits), was a matter for 
the decision of the judge below, in which he might, if he chose, have had 
the aid of a jury; and where the judge below made no finding of facts 
upon the question, but treated the reference as one under The Code, and 
set aside the report and account, refusing to remove the referee: Held, 
that there was error, and the case must be remanded in order that such 
question may be determined, for upon it depends whether the award of 
the referee shall stand or be set aside. 


AprpEAL by defendant from an order setting aside a report and ac- 
count, made by Shuford, J., at March Term, 1893, of Marrry. 

It will only be necessary to set out the consent decree in the cause 
made at chambers to reach a proper understanding of the questions in- 
volved. | 7 

The consent decree was as follows: 


“This cause coming on to be heard on motion of plaintiff for the ap- 
pointment of a receiver of the property described in the complaint, and 
for an order restraining the defendant H. Brown from selling 

(155) the property embraced in the mortgage made to him by the 
plaintiff and wife, all parties consenting hereto, it is adjudged 

and considered that H. Brown be and he is hereby appointed receiver 
herein*to take charge and possession of all the property, real and per-’ 
sonal, belonging to the late firm of Brown & Grimes, including all money 
or local accounts due the said copartnership, and assets of every descrip- 
tion, and hold the same according to the terms of this order. It is fur- 
ther ordered that the said receiver proceed at once to collect all the notes 


and accounts due said firm, and that on the 6 March, 1893, at the _ 


courthouse door in Williamston, Martin County, the said receiver will 
sell all the property, both real and personal, belonging to said copartner- 
ship, upon the following terms, to wit, the purchase-price to be paid in 
cash, less an amount equal to the sum due on the mortgage of Ward and 
Grimes to the company of Baltimore, Md., which sum shall be secured 
by note, to be approved by the receiver and payable according to the 
terms of said mortgage. The said receiver is authorized to operate said 
mill, if in his opinion the best interests of said firm will be promoted 
thereby. | 
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“Tt 1s further ordered that H. Brown be appointed referee to state the 
account and determine all matters between said G. E. Brown and the 
plaintiff, growing out of their copartnership dealings, and to pay out 
the proceeds of said property and collections according to the rights of | 
the parties, as determined by the said referee. The receiver shall exe- 
cute deeds to the purchasers for the property sold by him upon the pay- 
ment: of the purchase-money. The receiver and referee shall report his 
action in the premises to the next term of the Superior Court of Martin 
County, to be entered as the judgment of the court in the action. The 
receiver 1s required to file bond in the sum of two thousand dollars, to 
be approved by the clerk of the Superior Court of Martin County. The 
receiver shall advertise said sale at the courthouse door and three 
other public places in Martin County. (156) 

“Gro, A. SHUFORD, 
“Judge Supertor Court.” 
Jas. E. Moore for plaintiff. 
Don. Gilliam for defendants. 


MaocRaz, J. It will be noted that the order appointing a receiver and 
referee has all of the elements of a submission to arbitration under order 
of court. The referee is to determine all matters between said G. E. 
Brown and the plaintiff, growing out of their copartnership dealings. 
In the same order he is required, as receiver, to sell the property, collect 
the assets, and pay out the proceeds according to the rights of the par- 
ties as determined by himself as referee. He is to report his action to. 
the next term of the court, to be entered as the judgment of the court. 
The order is by consent of parties, and provides for a final determina- 
tion and judgment accordingly. It is not unlike the reference in Gudger 
v. Baird. 66 N. C., 438, in which the order is in these words: “This case 
is referred to W. M. Cocke, who shall summon the parties before him 
and hear the case, and his award shall be a rule of court.” This was 
held to be a reference to arbitration instead of a reference under The 
Code, the essential difference between which proceedings is pointed out 
in Keener v. Goodson, 89 N. C., 273, citing several other authorities. 
Whether it were a reference by consent under The Code or a reference 
to arbitration, the findings of fact would be final under the terms of this 
order. But in either case all parties are entitled to notice of the time 
and place of the hearing. Morse on Arbitration, 116 et seg. 

It is contended on the one side that notice was duly given, and that 
both parties appeared and were present at the hearing, and this is 
strenuously denied on the other, and many affidavits are filed 
pro and con. This is a matter for the decision of the judge below, (157) 
in which he may, if he chooses, have the aid of a jury. There is 
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no finding of fact by his Honor upon this question. He treats the 
reference as under The Code, and sets aside the report and account, re- 
fusing to remove the referee. We think that in this there was error. 

The case must be remanded, in order that the judge below may find 
the facts whether the parties were duly notified of the time and place 
of hearing, or whether they appeared, and the case was duly heard 
before the report of the arbitrator was filed, for upon this question it 
depends whether the award shall stand or be set aside. 

Remanded. 


W. L. JETER v. W. H. S. BURGWYN et AL. 
Partnership—Partictpation wn Profits. 


1. If persons who are not partners agree to share the profits and loss, or the 
profits, of one particular transaction or adventure, they become partners 
as to that particular transaction or adventure, but not as to anything 
else. Therefore, 

2. Where, in an action against defendant, plaintiff sought to hold him re- 

| sponsible for a debt contracted by a partnership of which defendant was 
not a member and had not so held himself out to be, but plaintiff con- 
tended that by reason of an alleged agreement between defendant and the 
firm that defendant should share in the profits of a particular adventure 
defendant had become a quasi partner and liable for all debts of the firm: 
Held, that it was not error to charge the jury that plaintiff could not 
reeover if they should find that the adventure in which defendant was 
alleged to be interested had terminated before plaintiff’s debt was con- 
tracted. 


Action, as before Shuford, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1893, of 

VANCE. 
The plaintiff sought to cree the jefendunt Burgwyn, as a 

(158) partner of the Henderson Tobacco Company, for a debt due by 
7 the company to plaintiff. The issue submitted was as follows: 

“Was the defendant W. H. 8. Burgwyn a partner in the Henderson 
Tobacco Company at the time the plaintiff’ s debt is alleged to have been 
contracted 2?” | | 

After the evidence was in, his Honor intimated that he would charge 
the jury in defendants’ favor, and the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit, 
and appealed. 

The facts are eee stated-in the opinion of Chief J ustice Shep- 
herd. ; | 
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W. H. Cheek and H. T. Watkins tor Paint 
J. H. Bridgers for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. The ee of his Honor which is presented for 
review does not involve a consideration of the question suggested in 
Fertilizer Co. v. Reams, 105 N. C., 283, and Cossack v. Burgwyn, 112. 
N. C., 304, whether a loan to a partnership, to be paid out of the profits, 
does, in itself, without any holding out, impose upon the lender a part- 
nership liability to third persons. In Cossack’s case, after referring 
to the principle of the ancient English cases, that sharing in the profits 
was, with one or two exceptions, an absolute test of partnership, we 
stated that, even under the modern doctrine as declared by the House 
of Lords in 1860, in Cox v. Hickman (see Reams’s case, supra), such. 
sharing would, at least, make out a prima facie case as to the existance 
of that relationship. If, however, we should go further and concede that 
any participation whatever in the profits would be conclusive evidence 
of partnership as to third persons, we would still be unable to perceive 
any force in the exception to the charge of the court. 

What constitutes a partnership is a question of law (Jones v. 

Call, 98 N. C., 170), and there is nothing in the various con- (159) 
tracts between the Henderson Tobacco Company and the defend- 

ant Burgwyn, nor in their dealings with each other, that indicates an 
intention that Burgwyn was to become an actual partner in the said 
company. The plaintiff, therefore, in order to recover of Burgwyn, 
must show such circumstances as would constitute a partnership as to 
third persons, or as it is sometimes termed in the text-books, a quasi 
partnership. 

The Henderson Tobacco Company was, it seems, engaged in the 
manufacture and sale of tobacco, and had on 20 December, 1889, en- 
tered into a contract with one Blacknall to manufacture three hundred 
thousand pounds of certain brands of smoking tobacco during the next 
year, which the said Blacknall was to sell at a price which would net the 
company an estimated profit of thirty-nine thousand dollars. On the 
day above mentioned Burgwyn and the company entered into an agree- 
ment, reciting that the former had indorsed a note for the latter of five 
thousand dollars, and that Burgwyn was to advance to the company 
during the succeeding twelve months an additional five thousand dollars 
to enable the company to carry out the Blacknall contract. It was 
agreed that the company was to secure Burgwyn,to the amount of ten 
thousand dollars, by conveying to him all of their stock of leaf and 
manufactured tobacco and their machinery, fixtures, etc., which con- 
veyance was executed on the same day. In the aforesaid agreement it 
was further stipulated that the company should execute to Burgwyn a 
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note for five thousand dollars, which note was also executed on the same 
date. This note, it is conceded, was independent of the indorsement 
and advances just referred to, and was not secured by the conveyance 
of the property above mentioned. It was given in consideration of the 

indorsement and advances, and there was an apparent conflict in 
(160) the testimony of Burgwyn and his statement on a previous trial 

in respect to the manner in which it was to be paid. The plaintiff 
contended that it was to be paid out of the profits of the Blacknall con- 
tract, and that its payment was entirely contingent upon such profits. 
The defendant Burgwyn insisted that the payment was not so contingent, 
but was an absolute engagement on the part of the company to pay at 
all events and without reference to profits. 

Assuming the correctness of the plaintift’s view of the facts, and also 
his contention that such a view would constitute a quasi copartnership, 
yet it appears from the authorities that such a copartnership would 
relate only to the Blacknall contract. 1 Lindley Partnership, 49, says: 
“Tf persons who are not partners agree to share the profits and loss, or 
the profits of one particular transaction or adventure, they become part- 
ners as to that transaction or adventure, but not as to anything else.” 
According to the contention of the plaintiff, the note was to be paid out 
of the profits arising from the Blacknall contract, and it is clear that 
if the said contract had terminated before the plaintifi’s debt was con- 
tracted, the defendant Burgwyn, not having held himself out as a part- 
ner, would not be liable as such. This would be true, although no notice 
of a dissolution of the particular quasi copartnership was given. Lindley, 
supra, 218. There is no evidence that the said defendant ever so held 
himself out, or that plaintiff knew anything of the transaction in ques- 
tion. It must follow, therefore, that if the Blacknall contract termi- 
nated before 7 February, 1891, the date of the contract sued upon, the 
plaintiff cannot recover. 

His Honor charged~the jury that they me so find if they believed 
the testimony of Burgwyn and Daingerfield, which was explicit and un- 
contradicted on this point. In this there was no error, nor was there 
error in his instruction that clauses numbers 9 and 10 in the contract 
of 29 April, 1890, and the contract of 8 October, 1890, stating that 

Burgwyn’s rights under former contracts should be continued, 
(161) were no evidence that the contract with Blacknall had not termi- 

nated. The plaintiff upon this charge suffered a nonsuit and ap- 
pealed. For the reasons given we think the nonsuit must stand. 

Affirmed. 
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Evidence—Municipal Records—Location of Boundary Lines—Streets— 
Pleading—Color of Trtle. 


IE Where it becomes material to prove the contents of a record of the proceed- . 
ings of a municipal corporation the party relying upon it may identify or 
offer the original or introduce a copy properly certified. 


2. Documents of a public nature and of public authority are generally admis- 
sible in evidence in proof of those matters, the remembrance of which 
they were called into existence to perpetuate, although their authenticity 
be not confirmed by the ordinary tests of truth—the obligation of an oath 
and the power of cross-examination of the parties on whose authority the 
truth of the document depends; therefore, 


3. The records made by the mayor and commissioners of a town empowered 
to locate, open, or widen the public streets, naming and fixing the width 
of certain streets, and made ante litem motam, are competent though not 
conclusive evidence to locate the boundary line when the streets named 
or their points of intersection are called for in a deed upon which a 
party relies. 


4. It is competent for a defendant to prove possession by himself and those 
under whom he may claim, for seven years, in support of a general denial, 
in an answer, that the plaintiff is the owner, without specially pleading 
the statute. ) 


Action to recover land, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at May 
Term, 1892, of Vancz. 

The land in controversy was a strip about two and one-half feet in 
width, which both parties claimed under deeds introduced in evi- 
dence. The width of certain streets referred to in the deeds be- (162) 
came material in determining the location of the boundary lines. 

The defendants offered in evidence the records of the commissioners 
of the town of Henderson. 

The plaintiff objected because not proven, and further, that it was 
incompetent evidence if proven, plaintiff being neither party nor privy 
to the proceedings recited, and the proceedings not being such as were 
authorized by law and binding upon property holders in the town; and 
further, if the book is proved to be the record of the commissioners, 1t 

is not such a record as proves the truth of its recitals. 
_ Thereupon, W. W. Young was introduced as a witness, who testified 
that he was a commissioner of the town in 1866, and that the book 
offered was the record of the proceedings of the town commissioners. 

The plaintiff’s objection was overruled, and the book containing the 
record was permitted to be read. The plaintiff excepted. 

The following was read: 
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“Henperson, N. C., 26 May, 1866. 


“At a called meeting, his Honor the Mayor, I. J. Young, Dr. W. W. 
Young, J. EK. Clark, L. W. Kittrell and S. J. Parham, board of com- 
missioners, were present. _ : 

“On motion, the street 190 feet northwest of Garnett aha running» 
parallel with Garnett shall be called, as formerly, Wyche alley. - . . 
“On motion, the meeting adjourned. | 
“g, J. ParwaM, Sec. 
“Recorded by J. A. C., 3 Saenber 1868.” 


Mrancaeton, 22 May. 


“At a regular saaeiteig his Honor Capt. S. J. Parham, ages pres- . 
ent; Col. H. Harris, R. G. Moore, Dr. T. C. Debnam, George H. Yancey, 
W. W. Young, present. 

“Tt was moved and carried that a committee of Dr. T. C. Deb- 

(163) nam and George H. Yancey be appointed to assist the county 

surveyor, Mr. 8. P. J. Harris, in widening Garnett street from 

John H. Young’s corner to Breckenridge street, taking eight feet on the 

south side and twelve (12) feet on the north side, begin from the origi- 

nal street, making Garnett street eighty-six (86) feet wide. instead of 

seventy-five feet, as it now stands, and the town attorney be instructed 
to obtain a deed of grant for said land to the town authorities. 

‘“‘Adjourned to meet Thursday night. 

| _ “'W. W. Youne, Secretary.” 


After the argument had commenced, counsel for defendants argued 
to the jury that plaintiff must show that he, or those under whom he 
claimed, had been in possession of the land sued for within seven years 
next before the commencement of this action. : 

Whereupon, plaintiff asked the court to charge the jury: 

“Tt is no part of plaintiff’s duty to prove possession within seven years.. 
Jf the defendant wishes to take advantage of the statute of limitations 
he must plead it, and prove that he has been in possession seven years 
under color of title, and there is no-such plea or evidence offered.” 

His Honor declined to give the charge as requested, to which plaintiff 
excepted, but after reading the testimony he charged the jury: 

“The burden is on the plaintiff in this action, he must recover upon 
the strength of his title. 

“The original starting points and boundaries are questions of fact for 
the jury to find from the evidence. I mean all the evidence bearing upon 
the points. Plaintiff, in order to entitle himself to recover in this ac- 
tion, must show that he holds the legal title to the premises in contro- 
versy, and it must further appear from a preponderance of the testi- 
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mony that at the time of the commencement of this action he was en- 
titled to the possession of the premises. 

“Plaintiff says his deeds cover the land in controversy. This — 
is denied by the defendants. It is for you: to say where the (164) 
boundaries are. - - | | 

“What are the boundaries of the plaintiff’s land is a question of law; 
where they are is a question of fact. The beginning point of plaintiff’s 
land is the corner of Montgomery street and Wyche alley, and plaintiff 
must locate this corner.’ 

Defendant asked his Honor to charge the jury, “That it is necessary 
for the plaintiff to show possession of the land in dispute for seven 
years, under a deed describing the same by metes and bounds, ending 
- within seven years before the commencement of this action,” which re- 
_ quest was declined by his Honor. 

‘There was a verdict for defendants, and plaintiffs appealed from 
Judgment thereon. 


Pittman & Shaw for plaintiff. 
A. C. Zollicoffer for TET 


Avery, J. The statement of the case on appeal is not so full or so 
clear as it might have been made. But it seems to have become material 
to the location of the plaintiff’s boundary to determine where Mont- 
gomery street intersected with Garnett street and with Wyche alley; 
and one of the questions involved in this inquiry was, What was the 
width of Garnett street, and what the distance from it to said alley? 
Neither the map used upon the trial nor any one of the deeds is sent 
up as an exhibit, and it does not appear in express terms from the testi- 
mony what was the description of the land claimed by the plaintiff. 

Assuming that the inquiry of the jury was directed to the point men- 
tioned, the first exception is to the competency of the minutes of the 
proceedings of the mayor and board of commissioners of the town of 
Henderson at two meetings, held respectively on 22 and 26 May, 1866 
(ante litem motam), at one of which the entry was, “On motion, 
the street 190 feet northwest of Garnett and running parallel (165) 
with Garnett shall be called, as formerly, Wyche alley”; and at _ 
the other it appeared that a committee was appointed to assist the sur- 
veyor in widening Garnett street from John H. Young’s corner to 
Breckenridge street, so as to make it eighty-six instead of seventy-five 
feet, as it then was, “by taking eight feet on the south side and twelve 
feet on the north side.” 

Where it becomes material to prove the contents of such a record, the 
party relying upon it may. identify and offer the original or introduce 
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a copy properly certified. S. v. Voight, 90 N. C., 741; The Code, sec. 
1342; 1 Greenleaf Ev., 485. In this case the original having been iden- 
tified by the testimony of Dr. Young, only the question whether such 
a record as that put in evidence is competent is worthy of serious con- 
sideration or discussion. 

The principle upon which records such as these in question are usu- 
ally admitted as evidence when duly certified or satisfactorily identified, 
has been very clearly stated by an eminent text-writer: “Documents of 
a public nature and of public authority are generally admissible in evi- 
dence, although their authenticity be not confirmed by the usual and 
ordinary tests of truth, the obligation of an oath and the power of cross- 
examining the parties, on whose authority the truth of the document 
depends. The extraordinary degree of confidence thus reposed in such 
documents is founded principally upon the circumstances, that they have 
been made by authorized and accredited agents appointed for the pur- 
pose, and also partly on the publicity of the subject-matter to which 
they relate. . . . Those who are empowered to act in making such 
investigations and memorials are in fact the agents of the individuals 
who compose the public.” Such public writings are “only receivable, 
however, in proof of those matters the remembrance of which they were - 
called into existence to perpetuate.” 1 Greenleaf Ev., sections 483 and 

484; Best Ev., section 219; Clarke v. Diggs, 28 N. C., 159; 
(166) Broadhead v. Del Hayo, 20 N. J., 323; Swannerton v. Ins. Co., 
9 Bos. (N. Y.), 361. The records offered were made by the 
government officials of a town, which was a public agency established 
with defined powers, one of which was to locate, open or widen the pub-. 
lic streets. They were made long before the present controversy arose, — 
and bear intrinsic testimony to the fact that the object in passing them 
was to fix the relative positions and bounds of Garnett street and Wyche 
alley, and incidentally the points of their intersection with Montgomery 
and other streets running diagonally across both. Such records being 
publicly made by public agents, and presumably for the public benefit, 
may be more safely admitted to show where the streets of a city or town 
are located than the declarations of even disinterested deceased persons 
as to the situation of the lines and corners of land. It has been said 
that the admission of hearsay evidence as to questions of boundary had 
its origin partly in the obsolete rule which made it competent to prove 
prescription by general reputation, and partly in the fact that “in many 
sections of this country a single surveyed boundary line is common to 
a number of estates, becoming in this manner a quas? matter of general 
- interest.” Boardman v. Reid, 6 Peters, 528; Shook v. Pate, 50 Ala., 
91. In Davidson v. Arledge, 97 N. C., 172, it was held that a map of 
the city of Charlotte, shown to have been recognized by the authorities 
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of the city for fifteen years, was competent as testimony tending to show 
the location of the streets laid down thereon and the distance from one 
to the other. This ruling seems to have been founded upon the fact that. 
the map was made under the direction of and was approved and cor- 
rected by the public agents, whose duty it was to fix the limits of streets, 
and who were presumed to have acted properly, and to have caused an 
accurate delineation of their true location to be made for their own 
guidance. The presumption of accuracy of the map was doubt- 

less a rebuttable one in the same way the official declaration as (167) 
to the proper location of Wyche alley and its distance from 
Garnett street, and as to the increased width of Garnett street, is com- 
petent though not conclusive evidence to locate a boundary line, when the 
streets named or their points of intersection were called for in the deed. 
2 Wharton Ev., section 1310. 

It is well settled that it is competent for a defendant to prove posses- 
sion by himself and those under whom he may claim, for seven years, 
in support of a general denial in the answer that the plaintiff is the 
owner, without specially pleading the statute. Farrior v. Houston, 95 
N. C., 578; Manufacturing Co. v. Brooks, 106 N. C., 107. 

There was no error, therefore, either in admitting the testimony ob- 
jected to or in the refusal of the charge as asked by the ner 

No error. 


Cited: Shelton v. Wilson, 181 N. C., 501; Pittman v. Weeks, 132 
N. C., 82; Cone v. Hyatt, ib., 815; Whitaker v. Jenkins, 138 N. C.,, 
478 ; Ploming'. Sexton, 172 N. C., 253; ; Surety Co. v. Brock, 176 N.C.,, 
508. 


L. ©. KING v. E. B. DUDLEY, ADMINISTRATOR oF J. M. KING et at. 


Pleading—Amendment of Complaint at Trial. 


1. Where the effect of an amendment to a complaint, asked for on the trial 
of an action, is neither to assert a cause of action wholly different from 
that set out in the original complaint, nor to change the subject-matter 
of the action, it is not improper to allow it to be made even after the 
plaintiff's evidence has been introduced; therefore, 

2, Where, in an action to recover a crop raised on land formerly belonging — 
to plaintiff's deceased husband, the complaint alleged that the land had 
descended to her three infant children, for whom one of the defendants 
had been appointed receiver; that she had occupied the tract on which 
the crop was grown as lessee of the receiver, and that it was withheld 
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from her by the receiver and her second husband; and on the trial of the 
action, after plaintiff had introduced her evidence, and upon an intima- 
tion by the trial judge that she could not recover upon her complaint as 
then framed, it was not improper to permit an amendment by which she 
laid claim to only part of the crop as baving been cultivated by her on 
the portion of the tract on which the mansion-house was located and in 
which she claimed dower. 


Action, tried before Shuford, J., and a jury, at March Term, 
(168) 1893, of Pir, for the recovery of certain crops and personal 
property described in the complaint. 
The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the court 
are set out in the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. | 
There was verdict for the plaintiff that she was the owner and en- 
titled to the possession of the five crops claimed in her amended com- 
plaint, and of the personal property claimed by her. The jury further 
found that the receiver leased the Bensboro plantation for the year 
1889 to John M. King, the plaintiff’s second husband, and that no part 
of said plantation was leased to plaintiff during that year. There was 
judgment accordingly, and the defendant Cotten (who had been allowed . 
to interplead:as the assignee of a mortgage made on the crops by plain- | 
tiff’s second husband, King) appealed. 


Jan ames E. Moore for plaintiff. 
Thomas J. Jarvis for appellant, Cotten. 


Burwett, J. The plaintiff, in her first complaint, alleges that she was 
the owner of certain stock, wagons and farming tools, which she de- 
-seribed in the ninth article of that complaint, and of all the crops grown 
_on a certain plantation known as the Bensboro tract in the year 1889, 
and that the possession of said property was wrongfully withheld from 
cher by her. husband and S. V. Joyner. This land had belonged to her 
former husband, B. S. Atkinson, and upon his death had descended to 
three infant children. The mansion house of said Atkinson was on this 
‘plantation, and no dower had been assigned to the plaintiff. S. V. 
Joyner had been appointed receiver of the estate of the said infants, 
and the plaintiff averred that the entire crop was hers, under an ar- 
-rangement between the receiver and herself, she being liable to him for 
-the children’s share of the rent. 
The defendant King died, and his sari paiatentee was made a 
(169) party, and R. R. Cotten interpleaded in the action and claimed 
2 the crop and a portion of the other property under a mortgage 
-made thereon by King to Royster & Strudwick, and by. them assigned 
to him. 
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Upon the trial, after the plaintiff had introduced her evidence, or a 
portion of it, his Honor intimated that she had failed to establish her 
alleged title to the crop as lessee of the receiver, and then allowed her, 
notwithstanding the objection of defendants (Dudley, administrator, and 
Cotten) to file an amended complaint, called by her counsel a second 
cause of action, in which she set out that she was the owner, not of the 
whole crop, but of “a five-horse crop,” grown on said plantation in 1889 
by her tenants; that in that year she, being entitled to dower in the said 
tract, as well as in other lands of which B. 8, Atkinson died seized, oc- 
cupied the mansion house on said tract, and had a five-horse crop cult 
vated thereon by her own tenants, who “used her stock. 

We think it was entirely within his Honor’s discretion to allow this 
amendment. It did not change the subject-matter of the action. She 
had claimed all the crop. She, by the amendment, only admitted that 
a part of it belonged to the defendants. In her original complaint she 
asserted title to the crop as lessee of the receiver. In her second com- 
plaint she set out her relation to the Bensboro tract as the widow of 
B. 8. Atkinson; that her dower had not been assigned to her, but that 
she did occupy and cultivate a five-horse farm on said land in 1889, and 
that the crop so cultivated by her was hers, and was wrongfully with- 
held from her. The effect of this amendment was neither to assert a 
cause of action wholly different from that set out in the original com- 
plaint, nor to change the subject-matter of the action, and was allowable. 
Kron v. Sruth, 96 N. C., 389. 

It is to be noted that 8. V. J oyner, the receiver, who, in this action 
is the representative of the infant heirs of B. S. ‘Atkinson, did 
not object. to this amendment. No exception was taken to the (170) 
issues submitted to the jury. | 

A careful examination of his Honor’s charge, as set out in the case 
leads us to the conclusion that the law applicable to the matters thus 
at issue was fairly and clearly stated. There was certainly some evi- 
dence that the plaintiff had occupied, by her tenants, that part of the ~ 
Bensboro tract on which she claimed to have cultivated “a five-horse 
erop” by the use of her own separate property. It matters not under 
what supposed right she occupied this portion of the land for the pur- 
poses of this action, if in fact, she did occupy it and did grow a crop 
on it. Under the charge of the court and the verdict of the jury, the 
owners of the land, the heirs of .B. S. Atkinson, represented by the re- 
celver, got their rent and are satisfied. The tenants, by whose labor the 
five-horse crop was raised, got their share, and they make no complaint. 
The appellant has no right to any part of the crop except as assignee of 
a mortgage put thereon by J. M. King, plaintiff’s husband. He had no 
better title than King had, and the verdict, founded in part on acts and 
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declarations of the husband, has established the fact that the plaintiff 
was the true owner of the crop which, in her amended complaint, she 
claims. If, by her conduct, she had estopped herself from asserting 
title to this crop against Royster & Strudwick, King’s mortgagees, or 
their assignee, it was incumbent on the defendant, by proper issues and 
proper prayer for instructions, to invoke the aid of that estoppel in 
defense of his rights. He pleaded it, and as there is no exception to 
the charge in this respect, we assume that the trial was, in this respect, 
satisfactory to him. 

What we have said seems to cover all the exceptions taken to the 
charge, and the exceptions to the admission of evidence were not pressed 
before us. We find no error, and the judgment must be 

Affirmed. : 


Cited: Gillam v. Ins. Co., 121 N.C., 873; Parker v. Harden, 122 N.C., 
118; Reade v. Street, ib., 302; Goodwin v. Fertilizer Co., 123 N. C., 
162; Simpson v. Lumber Co., 188 N. C., 99; Lassiter v. A. f., 186 
N. C., 95; Reynolds v. R. R., tb., 348; Lefler v. Lane, 170 N. C., 183; 
R. R. v. Dill, 171 N. C., 177; McLaughlin v. BR. #., 174 N. C., 185. 


(171) 


MOLLIE J. LANE vy. CANDIS ROGERS, EXxecutrix or ANDREW JACKSON, 
° DECEASED, ET AL. 


Evidence—Transactions With Deceased Person. 


A witness was asked upon a trial, “State when and where you first saw the 
book now shown to you,” the object of the question being declared by 
eounsel to be “to show that she first saw the book in the hands of defend- 
ant’s intestate at the time he handed it to her on the day of her mar- 
riage’: Held, that the question was properly excluded under section 590 
of The Code, since the “handing her the book” was a “personal transac- 
tion” between the plaintiff witness and the deceased. It would have been 

- competent to.show by the witness that she saw the book in the hands of 
the intestate on the day of her marriage, as that would not have been 
a “transaction” with the deceased. 


Action, tried before Brown, J., and a jury, at April Term, 1893, of 
WAKE. 
The plaintiff claimed that the sum of $1,023 was deposited by her 
with Andrew Jackson, the testator of the defendant, Candis Rogers. 
It was admitted that Andrew Jackson died leaving a will, and that 
Candis Rogers was the sole legatee and’ devisee under said will, and that 
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she was appointed and qualified as executrix thereof, and that defendant — 
Luke Rogers was the husband of the said Candis, and that she has chil- 
dren by him, the said Luke. 

On the trial the plaintiff introduced a ‘eemornngtan book containing 
a statement of the sums alleged to have been deposited with the said 
Andrew Jackson by plaintiff, amounting to $1,023, and purporting to 
have been signed by the said Jackson and witnessed by C. H. Lane, | 
now the husband of the plaintiff. Said C. H. Lane, being offered as a 
witness for the plaintiff, testified that on the morning of the day of his 
marriage to the plaintiff the said Jackson handed this book to plaintiff 
in his presence. The plaintiff, being sworn as a witness for her- 
self, was asked: “State when and where you first saw the book (172) 
now shown you,” the book being the one about which C. H. Lane 
had just testified; and the object of the question, as stated by the plain- 
tiff’s counsel, was to show that she first saw the book in the possession 
of Andrew Jackson at the time he handed it to her, on the day of the 
marriage. The evidence was objected to under section 590 of The Code, 
and the objection was sustained and the evidence excluded. Plaintiff 
excepted. 

The plaintiff further offered to show by C. HL Lane, recalled as a wit- 
ness for her, that Luke Rogers had said to him that the plaintiff's claim 
was just, and ought to be paid. Upon objection this evidence was re- 
jected, and the plaintiff again excepted. 

It was in evidence that the estate of Andrew Jackson er of $488 
in bank, and of real estate in Raleigh, of which the defendant Candis 
Rogers was and is in possession. In opening their case the plaintiff’s 
counsel stated that they claimed no len upon or interest in the land in 
this action, but demanded only a judgment for money. 

There was a verdict and judgment for the defendant, and appeal by 
the plaintiff. | 


Batchelor & Devenaes and 8. G. Ryan for plaintiff. 
Battle &@ M ordecat for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The plaintiff was asked: “State when and where you first 
saw the book now shown you.” The object of the question as stated by 
plaintifi’s counsel was “to show that she first saw the book in the hands 
of defendant’s intestate, at the time he handed it to her on the day of 
the marriage.” The intestate’s “handing her the book” was a personal 
transaction between the plaintiff and the deceased, and the question be- 
ing asked, as stated by her counsel, with a view of bringing out 
that as a ‘part of her statement, it was properly ruled out under (17 3) 
section 590 of The Code. It is true it was a a to show 
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by her that she saw the book in the hands of the intestate on the day of 
her marriage (Gray v. Cooper, 65 N. C., 188; March v. Verble, 79 
N.C., 19; McCall v. Wilson, 101 N. C., 598), since that would not have 
been a transaction with the intestate. But the plaintiff’s husband lad 
testified that the book had been handed to the plaintiff by the intestate, 
and the object seems to have been to corroborate him by her testimony 
embracing that fact. If the object had been only to indicate the time, 
that could have been done by stating simply that she saw the book in 
the hands of the intestate on the day of the marriage. But whatever 
the object may have been, we can only pass upon the inquiry as made. 
That the plaintiff did not properly restrict the inquiry or amend it so 
as to exclude the incompetent matter was her own fault. The other ex- 
ception is without merit, and was not relied on in this Court. 
No error. 


Cited: Johnson v. Cameron, 186 N. C., 245; Davidson v. Bardin, 139 
N.C., 3; In Re Bowling, 150 N. C., 510; Brown v. Adams, 174 N. C., 
502 ; McEwen v. Brown, 176 N. C., "959. 


(174) 
I. F. HILL et art. vy. THE PIONEER LUMBER COMPANY. 


Insolvent Corporation—Relation of Directors to Creditors—Confession 
7 of Judgment, Invalidity of. | 


1. A director of a company occupies a fiduciary relation to the company which, 
by ‘virtue of his office, he represents in the management of its principal 
functions. 

2. The capital stock and property of a Garporation: in case of its Htastieeney: 
constitute a fund, first, for the satisfaction of its creditors, and oe for 
its stockholders. 

3. While a director of a company may lend it money when needed for its 
benefit, and take a lien upon the corporate property as security for its 
repayment, provided the transaction be open and entirely fair and capable 
of strict proof as to its bona fides, yet where a corporation is insolvent a 
director who is a creditor cannot, upon a debt theretofore existing, take 
advantage of his superior means of information to secure his debt as 
against other creditors; therefore | 

4, A confession of judgment by an insolvent corporation in favor of a director 
who is a creditor, and upon a debt theretofore existing, is void as against 
other creditors. 


Action to annul and set aside a judgment confessed by the Pioneer 
Lumber Company in favor of a director, heard on complaint and answer, 
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and without a jury, before Brown, J., at January Term, 1893, of 
WAYNE. 

It was admitted in the pleadings that at the time of the confession of 
judgment in favor of G. A. Griswold against Pioneer Lumber Company, 
the defendant corporation was insolvent; that said Griswold and one 
Hall were the only stockholders and constituted the board of directors; 
that the said Hall was president and the said Griswold secretary and — 
treasurer of said corporation, and that said Griswold was present at and 
participated in the meeting at which the resolutions were adopted direct- . 
ing Hall, as president, to confess judgment against the company in HANG 
of Griswold. 

On this state of facts the plaintiff, I. F. Hill, sonvended that the di- 
rectors became trustees of the corporate property for the benefit of the 
creditors, and could not take advantage of their knowledge and porn 
to gain an advantage over the other creditors. 

The court rendered judgment in favor of the plaintiffs and areal 
the defendant, G. A. Griswold, setting aside and vacating the judgment 
set forth in said pleadings in favor of the defendant Griswold, and 
against the defendant company, and for costs, and defendant appealed. 


Aycock & Daniels for plaintiffs. 
Busbee & Busbee for defendants. 


MacRagz, J. This case is presented to us as upon a demurrer, all the 
facts alleged in the complaint being admitted in the answer, and the con- 
elusion of law contended for by the plaintiff being denied, thus raising 
the issue of law, whether the facts stated in the complaint con- 
stitute a cause of action. | (175) 

It is admitted in the pleadings that at the time of the confes- 
sion of judgment in favor of G. A. Griswold against the Pioneer Lum- 
ber Company, the defendant corporation was insolvent; that said Gris- 
wold and one Hall were the only stockholders and constituted the board 
of directors; that said Hall was president, and said Griswold was secre- 
tary and treasurer of said corporation, and that Griswold was present 
at and participated in the meeting at which resolutions were adopted 
directing Hall, as president, to confess judgment against the company 
in favor of Griswold. On this state of facts the plaintiff, I. F. Hill, con- 
tends that the directors became trustees of the corporate property for 
the benefit of the creditors, and could not take advantage of their know]l- 
edge and position to gain an advantage over the other creditors. 

We advert to the fact that there appears to be but two members of 
the defendant corporation. But for the admission in the answer, we 
might inquire whether there has been such an incorporation as is per- 
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mitted by section 677 of The Code, as this privilege is extended to any 
number of persons not less than three. However, as the answer admits 
that the said defendant is a corporation duly created by the laws of 
North Carolina, we will proceed at once to the consideration of the only 
question presented—whether an insolvent corporation may confess judg- 
ment under the statute to a director in the same who is also a creditor. 
_ There may have been a discussion at an earlier day as to the precise 
relation in which a director stands to the corporation of which he is an 
_ officer, whether an actual or a quasi trustee for the shareholders, and in 
case of the insolvency of the corporation, for the creditors also; but there 
ean be no doubt that he occupies a fiduciary relation to the company, 
| which by virtue of his office he represents in the management of 
(176) its principal functions; neither can there be any doubt that the 

capital stock and property of the corporation, in case of its in- 
solvency, constitute a fund, first for the satisfaction of its creditors, 
and next for the shareholders. As is said by Mr. Justice Miller in 
Sawyer v. Hoag, 17 Wall., 610, “Though it be a doctrine of modern date, 
we think it now well established that the capital stock of a corporation, 
especially its unpaid subscriptions, is a trust fund for the benefit of the 
general creditors of the corporation. And when we consider the rapid 
development of corporations as instrumentalities of the commercial and 
business world in the last few years, with the corresponding necessity 
of adapting legal principles to the new and varying exigencies of this 
business, it is no solid objection to such a principle that it 1s modern, 
for the oceasion for it could not sooner have arisen.’ 

As it is stated in 2 Story Eq. Jur., sec. 1252: “Perhaps to this same 
head of implied trusts upon presumed intention (although it might 
equally well be deemed to fall under the head of constructive trusts 
by operation of law), we may refer that class of cases where the stock 
and other property of private corporations is deemed a trust fund for 
the payment of the debt of a corporation, so that the creditors have a 
hen or right of priority of payment on it In preference to any of the 
stockholders in the corporation.” 

This doctrine was clearly stated by Mr. Justice Story in Wood »v. 
Dumer, 3 Mason, 311, in 1824, and has been generally followed and an- 
nounced in the erence on this branch of the law ever, since that time. 
2 Morawetz Pr. Corp., sec. 780; 1 Beach Pr. Corp., sec. 116. And 
we are not without authority 1 in our own Court, for the same principle 
is very clearly stated in an able and interesting opinion of the late Mr. 
Justice Daais in Foundry Co. v. Killian, 99 N. C., 501. This much 
being established, we may find the duty and liability of the director 
laid down in the very many and sometimes diverse decisions in the 
nonene courts of this country. As he. is selected and entrusted with 
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the management of the affairs of the corporation and has charge (177) 
of its property and business, it applies to him, that “whenever 
confidence is reposed and one party has it in his power, in a secret man- 
ner, for his own advantage, to sacrifice those interests which he is bound 
to protect, he will not be permitted to hold any such advantage.” 1 
Story, supra, sec. 323. As a sequence to the foregoing proposition, we 
find “an insolvent corporation being indebted to its officers and direc- 
tors; they executed the notes of the corporation in their own favor, and 
having obtained Judgment by default issued execution thereon. In the 
distribution of the proceeds of the sheriff’s sale of the personal property 
of the corporation: Held, that this conduct of the officers was a fraud 
in law which gave them no preference over general creditors in the 
distribution.” Hopkins’ Appeal, 9 Pa. Stat., 69, cited as an illustration 
under the head of Liability of Directors for Fraud. 1 Lawson, R. & R., 
sec. 348. In 17 A. & E. Enc., 122, where very many cases pro and con 
are cited, this principle is evolved from the weight of authorities: “It 
may be stated as a general rule that directors of an insolvent corporation 
cannot as creditors of such corporation secure to themselves a prefer- 
ence. They must share ratably in the distribution of the company’s 
assets.” | 

In 1 Beach Pr. Corp., sec. 241: “The directors of a company stand in 
the same relation toward creditors of the corporation that they do to its 
shareholders, being trustees for the benefit of corporate creditors also.” 

Mr. Justice Davis, in Drury v. Cross, 7 Wall., 299, speaking of the 
' directors of a railroad company, says: “It was their duty to administer 
the important matters committed to their charge for the mutual benefit 
of all parties interested, and in receiving an advantage to themselves not 
common to the other creditors, they were guilty of a plain breach of 
trust.” 

‘It is true “that a director of a corporation is not prohibited 

‘from lending it moneys when they are needed for its benefit and (178) 
the transaction is open and otherwise free from blame; nor is his | 
subsequent purchase of its property at a fair public sale by a trustee 
under a deed of trust, executed to secure the payment of them, invalid.” 
Oil Co. v. Marbury, 91 U. S., 587. And there would be nothing to hin- 
der a director from loaning money and taking liens upon the corporate 
property as security for its repayment, and in enforcing his lien, pro-. 
vided it was an open and entirely fair transaction, but even. then it 
-would be looked upon with suspicion, and strict proof of its bona fides 
would be required. 

There are many decisions, however, which hold that, although direc- 
tors are bound to discharge their duties prudently, diligently and faith- 
fully, and apply the assets, in case of insolvency, for the benefit of credi- 
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tors instead of stockholders, yet they are not, technically, trustees, nor 
bound to apply the assets ratably among the general creditors. These de- 
cisions hold that they may not only make a preference between creditors, 
but such preference may be made in their own favor if they be creditors, 
and in such cases they must act with the utmost good faith. 17 A. & E. 
Enc., 122, note. This doctrine was held in Garrett v, Burlington Plow 
Co., 70 Towa, 697, and in a note to this case in 59 Am., 466, a great 
many cases are cited, all holding the contrary doctrine to the case last 
named, and sustaining that to which we adhere. And although it ap- 
pears from an examination of some of the cases cited in the American 
and English Encyclopedia on this subject, that there are very 
respectable and high authorities which would seem to relieve directors 
from the burden incident to their trust, we cannot hesitate to adopt 
the views which seem to us the most consistent with the virtuous exer- 
cise of the confidence reposed in them, and hold these fiduciaries to the 
duty which bids them put self-interest behind that of the creditors, who 
have not the same means of information which might enable 
(179) them to protect themselves. | 
There are many cases cited in the brief of the plaintifi’s coun- 
sel, and others found in the reports of the different States, which, for. 
lack of decisions in North Carolina, are, to us, persuasive authority. 
The latest we have seen is Boakang Co. v. Taanber Co., 91 Ga., 624, 
where the proper distinction is made between a mortgage to a director of 
‘an insolvent corporation as an indemnity for liabilities already incur- 
yved, and one made in the execution or performance of an agreement or 
undertaking entered into at or prior to the time when the liability was 
incurred. It might be, in some instances, greatly to the benefit of the 
ereditors and shareholders that directors should, in good faith, advance 
to the corporation funds, upon security, to enable it to carry out its un- 
dertakings. : 

To apply these principles to the case in hand, the defendant seems 
to be a corporation composed of but two persons or members, both of 
whom were necessarily officers and directors. The advantage to these 
persons in being erected into a corporation was, most probably, that 
they might thereby avoid, not to say evade, personal liability for the 
debts of the concern. It fails of success and becomes insolvent, which 
means that it owes more than its capital can pay. It holds a meeting, 
in which, of course, both of its members participate, and, by an unani- 
mous vote, it orders the one to confess judgment in the name of the 
corporation to the other for a large amount of money “due by note.” 
Will this transaction stand to the detriment of the other creditors of the 
corporation # Q 

This is the first case of the kind which ve come before this Court 
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for determination. It is an interesting and important question. By 
reason of the facility afforded by the statute for the formation of 
private corporations, much of the business of the country and | 
of this State is now being transacted through such agencies. (180) 
They offer many advantages to the stockholders, and in some 
respects they are fraught with danger to the public, unless they are 
held within the bounds of law and equity. Here comes in the benefi-. 
cence of that public policy which places all corporations under the visi- 
tation of the courts. 

Can there be any essential difference between the principle « as applied 
to a confession of judgment under The Code and a mortgage? Most 
of the cases we have observed were those of mortgages to secure direc- 
tors or other officers who were creditors of their own corporations. In 
the few cases which have come before this Court under section 677 of 
The Code, notably in Davidson v. Alexander, 84 N. C., 621, it has been 
held that on account of its liability to abuse, and for the purpose of 
enabling other creditors to have the opportunity to make full investi- 
gation if they should so desire, the requirements of the statute should 
be strictly complied with. It will be observed that the case of Sharp v. 
R. R., 106 N. C., 308, was the confession of judgment by a corporation 
to one of its officers, and under circumstances calculated to excite in- 
quiry if not suspicion, but the appeal was from an order made upon 
a motion to vacate the judgment, where only matters of irregularity 
could be considered. To attack the same for fraud, it was necessary to 
bring an independent action, as has been done in this case. 

The effect of a confession of judgment is more expeditious in securing 
a lien, and offers a more immediate means of securing payment of a 
debt, by the issue of execution and sale of the corporate property, than 
that given by a mortgage, for a mortgage made by a corporation cannot 
create a preference over antecedent creditors until a reasonable time 
after registration, which is notice, has been afforded them to protect 
their rights. The Code, sections 685 and 1255. Thé preference is 
attempted to be reached by the confession, instead of by a mort- 
gage. The preference in this case is to be avoided by whatever (181) 
means it is sought. In holding that an insolvent corporation cannot 
prefer one of its directors, who is also a creditor, before other creditors, 
we are not at variance with the decision in Blalock v. Mfg. Co., 110 
N. C., 99. The fourth head-note in that case is misleading when it 
says, “A corporation has the right to prefer a just debt to one of its 
officers to those of other creditors.” The judgment was that. the debt 
of this officer should be postponed until the other creditors had been 

aid. 
: The law is that where a sonponeuon is insolvent, ita capital is a trust 
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fund for the payment of its debts. A director creditor upon a debt 
theretofore. existing cannot take advantage of his superior means of 
information to secure his debt as against other creditors. 

Judgment affirmed. 


Cited: Bank v. Cotton Mulls, 115 N. C., 518; Inght Co. v. Light Co., 
116 N. C., 119; Cooper v. Security Co., 122 N. C., 464; Howard v. 
Warehouse Co., 128 N. C., 91; Graham v. Carr, 1380 N. C., 274; Hols- 
houser v. Copper Co., 188 N. C., 251; McIver v. Hardware Co., 144 N. C., 
483; Edwards v. Supply Co., 150 N. C., 172; Powell v. Lumber Co., 
153 N. C., 56; Sak Co. v. Spinning Co., 154 N. C., 427; Pender v. 
Speight, 159 N. C., 615; Whitlock v. Alexander, 160 N. C., 468, S. c. 2b., 
482; Gilmore v. Smathers, 167 N. C., 444; Wall v. Rothrock, 173 N.C., 
391; Drug Co. v. Drug Co., w., 508; Steel Co. v. Hardware Co.; 175 
N. G. , 451; Besseliew Co. v. Brown, 177 N. C., 68. 


LOCHEIMER, MANN & CO. vy. SOL. WEIL, TRUSTEE, ET AL. 


Trustee—Power of, to Compromise Suits Affecting Trust Estate. 


1. A trustee may compromise a suit brought against him affecting the assets 
in his hands, and he will not be liable to the cestui que trust, provided he 
acts with due care and, in good faith, does what, under the circumstances 
that surround him, seems best for the interest of those whom it is his 
duty to serve; therefore, 


2. Where a trustee, who in good faith and under advice of his counsel and 
of counsel employed by a creditor of the trustor, compromised a suit 
affecting the trust estate, he will not be held liable for loss accruing to 
such creditor, altheugh the latter’s counsel had no general or special 
authority to consent to such compromise. 


Action, heard upon exceptions to the report of a referee at April 
Term, 1893, of Waynu, before Brown, J. 
(184) The judgment rendered by his Honor was as follows: 

“The principal exception argued before me was as to the al- 
leged want of authority by Grainger to Mann to compromise the suits 
of Claflin et al. v. S. Weil, trustee, etc. It appears that Grainger rep- _ 
resented Mann’s firm of Locheimer, Mann & Co. in that suit, although. 
they were not parties to the record. It appears that he was associated 
with Weil’s counsel, and the two agreed to a certain judgment. Inas- 
much as Locheimer: Mann & Co.’s counsel consented to the judgment, 
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it is binding, whether Grainger had authority to agree to that judgment 
or not. Grainger’s estate is admitted or found to be solvent, and the 
plaintiffs’ remedy is against that, if they have any. It seems that 
Grainger had general authority to represent interest of plaintiffs in the 
suit. After considering the testimony, I see no reason to overrule any. 
of the referee’s findings of fact, and I see no error in any of his legal 
conclusions. The report is therefore confirmed and the several excep: 
tions overruled. The judgment is affirmed.” 

From this judgment plaintiffs appealed. 

Other facts necessary to an understanding of the case are stated in 
the opinion. 


Fuller & Fuller for plaintiffs. | | ee 
S. A. Woodard for defendants. 


BurweEtu, J. The plaintiffs are creditors of a firm, Stern & Sax, 
which in 1879 made an assignment to the defendant Weil to se- 
cure the distribution of their assets among their creditors, with (185) 
certain preferences therein provided for, and in this action they 
required of him a settlement of his trusteeship. The facts found by © 
the referee have been confirmed by his Honor, and are thus conclu- 
sively determined. We find no error in the conclusions of law which 
were drawn from those facts. : 

As is stated in the judgment, the contention of the emnees 18 that the 
defendant trustee should be held liable to them for the value of a por- 
tion of the property assigned to him, which had been attached by two of 
the creditors of Stern & Sax, to wit, H. B. Claflin & Co. and Armstrong, 
Cator & Co. It is found that the suits brought by these two creditors, 
in which warrants of attachment were issued and a portion of the as- 
signed property was seized and sold, were compromised by the trustee, - 
and, by the terms of the compromise so made, thé attaching creditors 
were allowed to have about two-thirds of the proceeds of the attached 
goods, while only one-third was paid over to the trustee. 

The plaintiffs had a right to demand that the defendant trustee | 
should be diligent and faithful in the management of the estate com- 
mitted to his charge, in part for their benefit, but his compromising 
the suits mentioned above was not at all incompatible with either good 
faith or due diligence. A trustee may compromise suits brought against 
him affecting the assets in his hands, and he will not be liable to the 
cestui que trust, provided he has acted with due care, and in good faith 
has done what under the circumstances that surrounded him at the 
time seemed best for the interest of those whom it was his duty to 
honestly serve. 
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It may be conceded that an attorney has no authority to compromise 
his client’s cause that has been committed to his charge without special 
authority so to do. That is well settled. A general employment as at- 
torney does not include such authority. But that recognized principle 

does not fit the case before us. Here is a question of diligence 
(186) and fidelity on the part of the defendant trustee. The charge 

against him is that he sacrificed assets committed to him by the 
compromise of these suits—that he allowed one thousand dollars of the © 
assets to be, by that compromise, diverted from the creditor to whom it 
belonged—to the plaintiffs in those suits, and his reply to this charge 
is that he acted in this matter in good faith and with due diligence, 
and to prove this he asserts that this compromise was made by counsel 
whom he had employed to represent the interest. of the creditors, and 
after consultation with an attorney in whose hands the appellants had 
placed their claim against Stern & Sax for collection. 

We repeat that the question here is not whether an attorney, under 
a general authority to conduct a suit, has authority to compromise his 
client’s cause (which, of course, must "be answered in the negative), but 
whether a trustee who, under advice of his own counsel, and after con- 
sultation with and by the consent of counsel employed by the creditor, 
compromises suits affecting the trust estate, is chargeable by that credi- 
tor with lack of good faith and proper diligence because he made that 
compromise. We think that this query must also be answered in the 
negative, and there is no error in the Judgment. 

Affirmed. 


(187) 
NARCISSA LOYD v. WILLIAM LOYD. 


| Presumption—M arriage—Gifts of Personal a a a and 
Wife. 


1. A plaintiff must at all stages of the trial prove such allegations as are 
essential to his recovery, and this he may do by submitting plenary testi- 
mony which, uncontradicted, entitles him to a verdict, or after proving 
directly some of the facts that he is bound to establish, shift the burden, 
as to others, by offering such evidence as will raise a presumption of their 
truth, and resting until his adversary shall have attempted to rebut the 
presumption so raised. 

2. As a general rule, a contract relating to marriage or other matters must 
be presumed, in the absence of specific proof, to have been entered into 
under the statutes now in force as well ag in contemplation of their pro- 
visions; therefore, — 
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3. Where, in an action by a wife living apart from her husband, to recover 
certain articles of personal property alleged to have been given to her by 
him before and after her marriage, there was no testimony as to the date 
of the marriage, such marriage will be presumed to have taken place since 
the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, in which case the wife is capable 
of proving title to the property; moreover, 


4. There is a presumption in favor of the validity of all gifts and contracts, 
and hence, when the uncontradicted fact appears that a husband gave to. 
his wife articles of personal property, it must be inferred that the gift 
vested a title in her, and the burden is upon him in an action by the wife 

_ for the recovery of the property to show that the property was not given 
to her, or that the attempted gift was invalid. 


Action brought before a justice of the peace for certain specific ar- 
ticles of personal property, and tried on appeal at the April Term, 1893, 
of Waxes, before Brown, J. 

The plaintiff, who is the wife of the defendant, testified as follows: 

“The articles of personal property in controversy were given me by de- 
fendant before our marriage. After our marriage we lived at my 
mother’s. Defendant’s mother also gave me some of the property. De- 
fendant left me two years ago, and afterwards he got out a claim and 
delivery against my mother and got these things from her. I was not 
a party to that suit. The defendant did not prepare a room for me 
and tell me to come and live with him. He said I could come and live 
with him at his mother’s if I wanted to. I have not applied for a 
divorce. Defendant drew a knife on me, and shut me up in a room at 
my mother’s, and he had a pistol in our room and threatened me with 
that. I would not go and live with him at his mother’s because 1t was 
agreed before we were married that we should live at my mother’s. 
Defendant behaved so badly toward me at my mother’s while (188) 
we lived together that he left my mother’s of his own motion. 
He was not driven off by my mother. I was afraid to go and live with 
him at any place other than at my mother’s house.” Upon this testi- 
mony his Honor intimated an opinion that the plaintiff had no right 
to bring the suit or. recover possession of the property, and thereupon 
the plaintiff took a nonsuit and appealed. | 


J.C. L. Harris for plainteff. 
T. R. Purnell and Busbee & Busbee for defendant. 


Avery, J. The appeal is from an intimation of the court below that 
the plaintiff’s testimony did not, if admitted, establish prima facie the 
right to recover. This depends upon the application of the doctrine of 
presumptions. She did not state what was the date of her marriage, 
whether before or after the Constitution of 1868 was ratified. If be- 
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fore, all of her personal property belonged absolutely to the husband on 
the celebration of the marriage, though it was given to her by him while 
she was still a feme sole, and the plaintiff could not recover certainly 
the articles given her before such panes Giles v. Hunter, 108 
N. C., 194. 

The duty rests at all stages of a al upon the actor to prove such 
allegations as are seal to his recovery. He may discharge this 
duty by submitting plenary testimony, which, uncontradicted, entitles 
him to a verdict; or he may, after proving directly some of the facts | 
that he is bound to establish, shift the burden, as to others, by offering 
such evidence as will raise a presumption of their truth, and resting un- 
til the other party shall have attempted to rebut the presumption so 
raised, 

The plaintiff testifies that she was lawfully married to the defendant, 
and that the articles of personal property for which the action was 
brought were given to her by the husband before and after marriage. 

If a stranger had testified that he witnessed the celebration of 
(189) a marriage in some foreign country, or in this State, between the 
same parties, at a date not remembered, the presumption would 
have arisen that the rites were performed in aseordaniee with the laws then 
in force in the foreign country, or in this State, as the case might be. 
14 A. & E. Ence., 531, note; State v. Patterson, 24 N. C., 346. Nothing 
more appearing than the lawfulness of a marriage, at a date unknown 
to or not stated by a witness, the courts would not refuse to adjust the 
rights of children or creditors of either of the parties that might be de- 
pendent primarily upon the marital rights of the husband growing out 
of the contract. The contract could not be treated as a nullity for want 
of proof of its actual date, and the difficulty would be met by invoking 
the aid of the presumption not only that the marriage was celebrated 
in accordance with law, but in conformity to the statutes now in force 
in this State. Durham v. Bostic, 72 N. C., 353. | 

In Durham v. Bostic, supra, the Court declared that a sheriff was 
justified in assuming that the contract upon which the judgment was 
rendered and the execution issued was entered into since the ratification 
of the Constitution of 1868, if nothing to the contrary appeared upon 
the faee of the execution, and the suggestion in this case led to the en- 
actment of the later statute (The Code, secs. 234, 235 and 236). We 
think that, as a general rule, a contract relating to marriage or other 
matters must be presumed, in the absence of specific proof, to have 
been entered into under the statutes now in force, as well as in full 
contemplation of their provisions. 

Moreover, there is a presumptitn in favor of the validity of all gifts 
and contracts, and we must infer, when the uncontradicted fact appears 
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that the defendant husband gave to his wife certain articles of personal 
property, that the gift vested a valid title in her. Woodruff v. Bowles, 
104 N. C., 197. The burden is upon him to show that the property was 
net given to her, or that the attempted gift was invalid. In. 
cases where the bona fides of a gift or conveyance from a husband (190) 
to his wife is drawn in question, evidence that the -husband is 
embarrassed with debt may impose the burden of rebutting the presump- 
tion of fraud upon the wife. Osborne v. Wilkes, 108 N. C., 651. But 
there is no allegation or proof of fraud in this case. The aul question 
involved is whether the testimony of the plaintiff, if admitted to be 
true, establishes her right to the articles of property which she testifies 
were given to her by the defendant. 
- We think that the court below erred in intimating that the plaintiff 
was not entitled to recover, if her own testimony was believed. The 
judgment of nonsuit must be set aside and a 

New trial granted. 


Oited: Ferguson v. Wright, post, 5438; Lanning v. Tel. Co., 155 
N. C., 345; Blount v. Fraternal Asso., 163 N. C., 169. 


UNITED STATES On Retation or THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
and 8. McD. TATE, TEA sue, v. R. M. DOUGLAS ET At, : 


Removal of Causes—Federal Question —-Misjoinder. 


1. In the transfer of causes the courts look to the real parties in interest, and 
not to the form of the action; therefore, 

2. An action brought on the relation of the State Treasurer in a State court 
against the sureties on a bond of a receiver appointed by the Circuit Court. 
of the United States is not removable into the Circuit Court of the United 
States under the provisions of chapter 866, Laws 1888 (25 Statutes at 
Large), on the ground that the United States is named as a party plain- 

. tiff, the real controversy being between the Treasurer and the defendant, 
and the United States being only a formal plaintiff. 

3. A “Federal question” is involved in an action only when a construction is 
required to be put upon the Constitution or some law of: the United States 
or treaty made under its authority. 

4, No “Federal question” can arise upon the construction of a bond given by 
a receiver appointed by the United States Court, as to whether the lia- 
bility of the sureties be joint or several, it being simply a question of law 
to be determined by the settled rules of construction. Neither is a ques- 
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tion arising upon the construction of decrees and orders of the United 
States Circuit Court relating to said bond and ascertaining the receiver’s 
liability such a “Federal question,’ where there is nothing to show that 

" any question of construction of such decrees, etc., will arise, other than 
their interpretation according to their plain meaning. 


5. Section 3 of the act of Congress of 18 August, 1888 (25 U.S. 8. at L., 486), 
relating to suits against receivers, has no reference to an action against 
the sureties on the bond of a receiver, but merely asserts the general 
equity jurisdiction of the appointing court over the receiver so appointed. 


6. Where there are several defendants in an action pending in a State court 
and there is no separable cause of action, and the defense is plainly com- 
mon to all, all must unite in the petition for a removal to the United States 
Court; and this is so whether only one or all of the defendants have 
entered a defense to the action. 


7. The misjoinder of parties is a mere matter of surplusage under The Code 
and not a fatal objection, and, therefore, the fact that the State of North 
Carolina is joined with the Treasurer of the State as a relator in an 
action in the name of the United States against the sureties on the bond 
of a receiver appointed by the United States Circuit: Court cannot affect 
the action. 


BURWELL, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


PrTITION to remove an action pending in Waxes Superior Court to 
the circuit court of the United Sue heard by Brown, J., at February 
Term, 1893, of Waxe. 

The eG ion was as follows: 

“The petition of Robert M. Douglas, a citizen of North Carolina, 
respectfully showeth: -That he is a defendant in the above-entitled ac- 
tion, and that the matter and amount therein in dispute largely exceeds, 
exclusive of interest and costs, the sum or value of two thousand dol- 
lars. | 

“That this action is returnable to the present term of this court, at 
which term this. defendant is required to plead in accordance with’ Jaw 
and the usage and practice of this court. 

“That this action is brought upon the official bond of Samuel 
(192) F. Phillips as a receiver, appointed by the United States Circuit 
Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina, which said 

bond, dated 12 December, 1879, your petitioner signed as surety. 

“That said receiver was duly appointed by said Circuit Court at June 
Term, 1871, in a suit of equity pending in said court, in which An- 
thony H. Swasey and others were complainants and the North Carolina ~ 


Railroad Company, David A. Jenkins, Treasurer of the State of North 


Carolina, and others were defendants. 
“That said receiver was required by an order of said court t0 give 
a bond for the faithful performance of his duties as such receiver in 
the sum of $200,000. = 
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“That in Saaisivs to said order said receiver did execute and deliver 
said bond, dated 20 June, 1871, which bond your petitioner did not 
. sign, and: ‘with which he had no connection whatever. 

“That on 15 December, 1879, the said receiver tendered a new bond, 
dated 12 December, 1879, in tie sum of $100,000, which is the bond 
now sued on, and which said bond was accepted by the said Circuit Court, 
and ‘the sureties on the old bond released and discharged, except as to 
past transactions.’ 

“That, as your petitioner is informed and Believes: the failure of | 

duty on the part of the receiver which gave rise to the liability on which 
this suit is brought, occurred before the filing of the said bond, dated 12 
December, 1879, on which bond alone your petitioner was surety. 
_ “Your petitioner further respectfully showeth, that by signing said 
bond he ineurred a liability to the United States, the obligee in said 
bond, in the course of a proceeding in the Circuit Court of the United 
States. 

“That the amount of the liability of his principal, upon which this 
suit is brought, was fixed and determined, if at all, by a decretal | 
order of said Circuit Court, made in a proceedinig to which your (193) 
_ petitioner was not a party, without notice to your petitioner and 
- without his knowledge; and that his liability on said bond in this suit 
arises under the Constitution and laws of the United States, and under 
said Constitution and laws he is entitled to have this civil action re- 
moved from this Superior Court of the State of North Carolina into 
the Circuit Court of the United States for the Eastern District of North 
Carolina to be next held at Raleigh on the first Monday in June, 
1893, that his defense may be made and tried in said arent Court, and 
his rights and liabilities therein determined. 

“And your petitioner offers herewith good and sufficient sureties for 
his entering in the Circuit Court of the United States for the Eastern 
District of North Carolina on the first day of its next session at Raleigh | 
a copy of the record in this suit, and for paying all costs that may be 
awarded by said Circuit Court, if said Court shall hold that this suit 
was wrongfully and improperly removed thereto. 

_ “And your petitioner prays this Honorable court to proceed no fur- - 

ther herein, except to make the order of removal required by law, and 

to accept the said sureties and bond, and to cause the record herein to 

be removed into said Circuit Court of the United States in and for the 

Eastern District of North Carolina at Raleigh; and he will ever pray.” 
The motion to remove was denied, and petitioner appealed. 


Battle & Mordecai for plaintiff. 
A. W. Haywood and R. M. Douglas for defendant. 
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MacRaz, J. This is a petition of the defendant Robert M. Douglas 
to remove into the Circuit Court of the United States, under the provi- 
sions of chapter 886, Laws 1888 (25 Stat. at Large), a civil action . 

brought in the Superior Court of Wake against the sureties alone 
(194) upon the bond of a receiver appointed by the Circuit Court of the 
United States for the Eastern District of North Carolina. 

1. Is the cause removable because the United States is a party? 

It was held in Maryland v. Baldwin, 112 U. S., 480, that the State 
_ was only a formal plaintiff, the actual litigation being between other 
parties. “The name of the State is used from necessity when a suit 
on the bond is prosecuted for the benefit of a person thus interested, and 
in sueh cases the real controversy is between him and the obligors on 
the bond.” 

Here it is evident that the real controversy is between ais relator Tate 
and the defendants, the United States being only a formal plaintiff. 

2. Is there a Federal question involved in this action ? 

By these words are meant a question requiring a construction to be 
put upon the Constitution or some law of the United States or treaty 
made under its authority. The petitioner contends that five Federal 
questions clearly appear from the complaint and the answer of the pe- 
titioning defendant: 

First. The construction of the bond sued on, “which was. given under 
a decree of the Circuit Court of the United States; whether the said bond 
is joint or several, upon which will depend the amount of the defend- 
ant’s liability, if he is liable at all: | 

Second. The construction of the order of the United States Circuit 
Court substituting the bond sued on for one that had theretofore been 
given. This defendant contends that the hability of the receiver ac- 
erued upon the first bond, and that the second bond is discharged. 

Third. The construction of the decree of said court of 6 December, 
1890, which only fixed the liability of the receiver, and not that of his 
sureties, and which was made -without notice to the sureties. 

Fourth. The construction of the force and effect of the de | 
(195) cretal order of said court at June Term, 1891, giving the State 
Treasurer leave to sue, and not the State. . 

Fifth. The construction of section 3 of the oc of 18 een 1888, 
cited above. 

~The action was brought at the instance of the State Treasurer, by 
leave of the United States Circuit Court for the Eastern District of 
North Carolina, against the sureties on the receiver’s bond—not against 
the receiver. If it were an action against the principal, it seems ‘that 
it might have been removed, at his instance, into the United States 
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Circuit Court, under section 3 of the Act of 1888. But the liability 
of the receiver had already been ascertained in said court. 

No Federal question can arise upon the construction of the bond as 
to whether the liability of the sureties be joint or several. Neither the 
Constitution nor laws of the United States can afford any aid in the 
solution of this question. It is simply a question of law to be deter- 
mined by settled rules of construction. The form of a receiver’s bond 
is not prescribed by any statute of the United States. The liability of © 
the sureties thereon, like the liability upon a judgment in the United 
States Court, or that upon a treasury note or bond of the United States, — 
involves no construction of the laws of the United States. Provident 
Savings Co. v. Ford, 114 U.S., 685. The same is true of the question 
arising upon the construction of decrees and orders of the United States 
Courts. There is nothing to show that any question of construction 
of these decrees and orders, other than the necessity to interpret them 
according to their plain meaning, will arise. 

If the act should receive the wide interpretation claimed for it by 
the petitioner, no cause could be tried in the State Court if objection 
* were raised by the defendant, where any right had been formerly de- 
termined in a Federal Court, as a discharge in bankruptcy, or where the 
title to land sold under foreclosure proceedings in such court were | 
necessary to be shown in evidence, or the like, 

The simple question is, whether the defendants are liable upon ~ 
- the bond, and to what amount? It is like an “attempt to en- (196) 
force an ordinary property right acquired under the authority 
of judgments and decrees in the courts of the United States without 
presenting any question distinctly involving the laws of the United | 
States’’ Carson v. Dunham, 121 U.S., 421. The third section of the 
act referred to has no reference to an action against the sureties upon 
the bond, but asserts the general equity jurisdiction of the appointing 
court over the receiver so appointed. 

Tt might be that upon the question whether the State Court has given 
due effect to the judgments and decrees of the Circuit Court, there 
would be a right to review a judgment of the State Court, but this 
question has not yet arisen, and we are not to assume that it will 
arise. | 
Tt is to be observed that there is no separable cause of action in this 
case, and that there are four defendants. It is true that only the pe- 
titioning defendant has answered the complaint, and the others are all 
in default, but in Putnam v. Ingraham, 114 U.S., 57, it was ruled that 
the fact that one of the defendants did not answer, but was in default, 
was immaterial, and that the default placed the parties in no different 
position with reference to a removal than they would have occupied if 
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that one had answered and set up an entirely different defense from 
that of the other defendants. In Telegraph Co. v. Brown, 32 Federal 
337, Brewer, J., speaking of the Act of 1887, section 2, first clause, 
which is that any suit of a civil nature, at law or in equity, arising 
under the Constitution or laws of the United States . . . may be 
removed by the defendant or defendants therein to the Cireuit Court of 
the United States for the proper district, ete., says: “Under the first 
clause all the defendants or all the plaintiffs must unite to accomplish 
a removal,” 
The fact that the State of North Carolina has been made a relator 
in this action can have no effect. The misjoinder of unnecessary 
(197) parties is a mere matter of surplusage under The Code, and not 
a fatal objection. Clark’s Code, 2 Ed., p. 161. We hold, there- 
fore, that the defendant petitioner has shown no removable cause. 
Judgment affirmed. | 


Cited: Fatson v. Hardy, 114 N. C., 433, 434; Abbott v. Hancock, 123 
N. C., 108. 


B. LILES et au. v. J. ROWAN ROGERS ET at, 


Subrogation—Sureties on Official Bonds. 


1. Subrogation is the substitution of another person in the place of a-creditor, 
so that the former can succeed to the rights of the latter in relation to 
the debt, and to entitle one to such equitable relief he must have paid 
the money upon request or as surety or under some compulsion made 
necessary by the adequate protection of his own rights. 


2. Where several or successive obligations of suretyship be not in substance 
and nature for the same thing, and have no.relation to or operation upon 
each other, the doctrine of subrogation cannot be invoked. 


38. Where a sheriff who had given separate bonds, one for. the collection of 
State taxes and the other for county taxes, settled the first by using some 
of the funds collected for county taxes, and the sureties on the county 
tax bond were forced to make good the default of the sheriff thereon, such 
sureties, in the absence of Knowledge on the part of the State Treasurer 
or of the sureties on the State tax bond, of the misapplication of funds, 
cannot recover the amount so misapplied from the State tax bond sure-. 
ties, since the latter’s bond was extinguished by performance and the 
State could not have been compelled to refund the money, nor could have | 
revived the sureties’ liability if the amount had been refunded. 


Demvurrer to a nara by Brown, J., at April term, 1893, of 


WAKE. 
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The demurrer was sustained, and plaintiffs appealed. 
The purpose of the action and the facts are stated in the opinion of 
— Chief Justice Shepherd. 


Armistead Jones and Battle & Mordecai for plaintiffs. (198) 
Busbee & Busbee, Batchelor & Devereux and J. C. L. Harris 
for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, Q. J. This case comes before us on demurrer to the com- 
_ plaint, from which it appears that the defendant Rogers, as sheriff of 
the county of Wake, executed three bonds to the State, one conditioned 
upon the payment and collection of county taxes, one conditioned upon 
the payment and collection of State taxes, and the other conditioned 
upon the due execution of process, etc. It further appears that the 
sheriff, being engaged in the collection of said taxes, used a part of the 
money collected by him as county taxes in his settlement of the State 
taxes with the State Treasurer, but it is not alleged that the State 
Treasurer or the defendant sureties to the State tax bond had any knowl- . 
edge whatever of the misapplication of the said money. This action is 
brought by the sureties on the county tax bond against the sureties on 
the State tax bond, and the prayer is that the defendants be required to 
“refund” to the plaintiffs the sum of twenty-seven hundred dollars, the 
amount misapplied by the said sheriff. 

Conceding for the purposes of the argument that the sheriff held the 
money in the character of a trustee, it is very plain that it cannot be 
followed into the hands of the defendant sureties, as it does not appear 
that any part of the said money ever came into their possession. In 
the absence, therefore, of any averment connecting them with the al- 
leged breach of trust, their liability, if any, must result from their con- 
tractual relations with the State. It is only throngh this medium that 
the plaintiffs can look for relief, and hence it is insisted that they are — 
entitled to recover upon the principle of subrogation. 

Subrogation is the substitution of another person in the place 
of a creditor, so that the person in whose favor it is exercised (199) 
succeeds to the rights of the creditor in relation to the debt. Shel- 
don on Subrogation, sec. 1. The doctrine is distinctly a creature of 
equity, and the ground of relief does not stand entirely upon the motion 
of mutual consent, either expressed or implied. Brinson v. Thomas, 55 
N. C., 414; 1 Story Eq. Jur., 472; Beach Modern Eq. Jur., 797. The 
principle i is applied where the person claiming its benefit has been com- 
pelled to pay the debt of a third person in order to protect his own 
rights or to save his own property. Accordingly it has been held that 
the sureties on the official bond of an insolvent sheriff, who had been 
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compelled to pay money collected by a defaulting deputy, may recover. 
of the sureties on a bond given to the sheriff by the deputy, conditioned 
upon the faithful performance of his duties. Brinson’s case, supra. 
The doctrine applies also for the benefit of a purchaser who has ex- 
_ tinguished an encumbrance upon the estate which he has purchased; 
of a codbligor or surety who has paid the debt which otght to have 
been met by another, and in other cases of a similar character to be 
found in the reports and text-books. While it is true that privity is not 
in all cases necessary, still to entitle one to relief he “must have paid 
the money upon request or as surety, or under some compulsion made » 
necessary by the adequate protection of his own right.” Beach, supra, 
801. It has therefore been held that if several or successive obligations. 
of suretyship be not in substance and nature for the same thing, and 
havé no.relation to nor operation upon each other, the doctrine of sub- 
-rogation cannot be invoked. Langford v. Perrin, 5 Leigh, 552. 

Tested by these general principles, 1t would seem that the plaintifis 
are not entitled to the relief prayed for, since it is not pretended that 
they or any one pursuant to their directions have actually paid any 

money for the benefit of the defendant sureties, or that by reason 
(200) of their contractual obligations or otherwise they were in any 

manner compelled to do so. Extending to them, however, the 
doctrine insisted upon, let us consider whether it can a them in the 
present action. 

As soon as a surety has paid the debt an equity arises in his favor to 
have all of the securities which the creditor holds against the principal 
debtor transferred to him, and to avail himself of them as fully as the 
creditor could have done. The securities referred to do not include 
those which are extinguished by the payment of the debt, such as the 
bond securing such principal debt, and unless the surety procures it to 
be assigned for his benefit to a third person, it is utterly extinguished 
both at law and in equity, and he becomes a simple contract creditor 
(Briley v. Sugg, 22 N. C., 366; Sherwood v. Collier, 14 N. C., 380; 
Hodges v. Armstrong, ib., 258; Tiddy v. Harris, 101 N. C., 589) and 
entitled to be subrogated only in respect to the collateral securities taken 
and held by the creditor. McCoy v. Wood, 70 N. C., 125. Indeed, the 
whole doctrine of subrogation is predicated entirely upon the discharge 
of the original obligation. Sheldon, supra, and Beach, supra, 798. This 
principle is well established in this State, and is fully sustained by the 
English decisions prior to the enactment of the Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, 19 and 20 Vict. Thus in Copes v. Middleton, 1 Turn., 231, 
Lord Eldon said: “The general rule therefore must be qualified by con- 
sidering it to apply to such securities as continue to exist and do not 
get back upon payment to the person of the principal debtor. In the 
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case, for instance, wherein, in addition to the bond, there is a mortgage 
with a covenant on the part of the principal debtor to pay the money, 
the surety paying the money would be entitled to say, ‘I have lost the 
_ benefit of the bond, but the creditor has a mortgage and I have a right to 
the benefit of the mortgaged estate which has not got back to the 
debtor.’” So also Lord Brougham in ‘Hodgson v. Shaw, 3 M. and 

K., 190, observes: “Thus the surety paying is entitled to every (201) 
remedy which the creditor has. But can the creditor be said to , 
have any specialty or any remedy on any specialty after the bond has 
gone by payment?” So it is said by Beach, Supra, 811: “It was 
formerly (prior to the act above mentioned) the rule in England that a 
surety could have no right of subrogation to such securities as were ex- 
tinguished by the payment of the debt, such as the bond securing the 
principal debt.” | 

While many of the American courts have conformed their rulings 
upon this subject to the principle declared by the Act of Victoria, supra, 
this Court and the courts of Alabama, Vermont, and perhaps other 
States, continue to follow the original doctrine as declared by the courts 
of England, the only modification of the rule in North Carolina being 
in favor of a surety who has paid the debt of a deceased principal. Rev. 
Code, ch. 110; The Code, sec. 2096. According to these principles, the 
bond to which the defendants were sureties was discharged by the pay- 
ment and settlement made with the State Treasurer, and cannot be re- 
vived in favor of the plaintiffs. 

It is further to be observed that the party for whose benefit the doe- 
trine of subrogation is invoked and exercised can acquire no greater 
rights than those of the party for whom he is substituted, and if the 
latter had not a right of recovery the former can acquire none. Sheldon, 
supra, sec. 6; Clark v. Williams, 70 N. C., 679. Could the State, after 
the settlement with the sheriff of the State taxes, have revived the lia- 
bility of the defendants by refunding the money? The answer to this 
question depends upon whether the money could have been recovered 
of the State, and it is settled by abundant authority that, in the absence 
of notice of the misapplication, no such recovery could have been had. 
Where a trustee illegally transfers trust funds it is essential to their 
recovery that the person receiving them should have taken them with 
actual notice, or under such circumstances as would put him upon 
inquiry. Bunting v. Ricks, 22 N. C., 1380; Lockhart v. Phillips, (202) 
36 N. C., 342; Gray v. Armistead,.41 N. C., 74; Polk v. Robin- 
son, 42 N. C., 235. In the present case there was no notice, either ac- 
tual or constructive, and a settlement was made in consideration of the 
payment. This settlement had the effect of discharging the defendant 
sureties, and the State having, on the faith of the payment, parted with 
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its security, could have resisted a recovery. If this be so, it could not 
voluntarily refund the money and recover of the defendants. The State, 
therefore, having no right to recover of the defendants, there is nothing 
to which the plaintiffs can be subrogated. 

Suppose the defendant Rogers had borrowed money from a bank and 
given these defendants as sureties on the note, and when the note ma- 
tured he had paid it with county funds in his hands, without the knowl- 
edge of the bank or of the defendants, could the sureties on the county | 
tax bond of Rogers have recovered of sureties to the note which had 
thus been discharged? Very clearly not, and such a case differs in 
nothing, we think, from the case before us. This may appear to be 
very hard on the plaintiffs, but it is, we hear, a common practice for 
sheriffs to settle with the State out of the county tax funds, and it is 
better that sureties who assume such risks should suffer by reason of the 
unfaithfulness of their principals than that the Court, in the effort to 
extricate them, should disregard well-settled principles and introduce un- 
certainty and confusion into the administration of the laws. 

After a careful consideration of the case, we are unable to see how 
this action can be maintained. The Judgment of his Honor, therefore, 
must be : 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Board Education v. Comrs., 113 N. C., 389; Peebles v. Gay, 
115 N. C., 41; Cutchin v. Johnston, 120 N. C., 56; Browning v. Porter, 
116 N. C., 64; Grainger v. Lindsay, 123 N. C., 218; McGuire v. Wil- 
liams, ib., 357; Davison v. Gregory, 182 N. C., 395; Fidelity Co. v. 
Jordan, 184 N. C., 240; Tripp v. Harris, 154 N. C., 298; Bank v. Bank, 
158 N. C., 250; Brows v. Hodgin, 171 N. C., 691: nae vo. Reflector 
Co., 176 N. C., “278. 


(203) | | 
J. HE. BYRD vy. C. J. HUDSON ET AL. 


_Libel—Privilege—I mpeaching Testumony. 


d. Where, on trial of an action for libel, the plaintiff, in refutation of one of 
the charges in an alleged libelous circular that he had sought the nomi- 
nation for an office, was allowed to testify touching a conversation he 
had with another on the day of the nominating convention, in which he ; 
stated that he did not want the nomination: Held, that such testimony 
was competent as corroborative of his testimony denying the charge. 

2 Testimony of a witness as to an attempt made by the author of an alleged 
libelous circular attacking plaintift as a candidate for an ofliee, to induce 
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. witness to vote seainat plaintiff, was competent on a trial of an action 
for the libel as tending to show malice. 


3. While it is not every question tending to disparage or disgrace a witness 
which is competent, yet when the impeaching question is limited to. the 
particular acts and is not put merely for the purpose of annoying or 
harassing the witness, it is allowable; therefore a question put to a party 
oh cross-examination, whether he had not compromised an action of 
slander for $175 without requiring the defendant therein to retract the 
slanderous charge of perjury, was competent as an impeaching question. 


4. Where objectionable language used by counsel in addressing a jury is not 
objected to at the time it cannot be objected to later. 


5. If words are actionable in themselves and “unprivileged,” falsity and malice 
are prima facie presumed ; if they are “absolutely privileged,” falsity and 
malice are irrebuttably negatived; in case of ‘‘qualified privilege,” falsity 
and malice must be proven; and while proof of falsity will not raise a 
presumption of malice, proof of malice will remove the protection of privi- 
lege and shift the burden of proving the truth of the charge upon the 
defendant. . 


Action for libel, tried before Shuford, J., and a jury, at pence 
Term, 1893, of Wayne. 

The libel "complained of was a circular letter published and circulated 
by the defendants, and was as follows: 


“To the Democratic Voters of Wayne County: 

“At the Democratic meeting held 3 September, 1892, for Grantham’s 
Township, to select delegates to the county convention and nomi- 
nate a tax collector, constables, etc., Joe Byrd was fraudulently (204) 
placed on the ticket for tax collector. Now I will let you know 
how he secured the nomination. A few so-called democrats, led by a 
so-called democrat, who, six years ago, worked so insidiously to defeat 
W. F. Kornegay for the Legislature—he (or they) began this nefarious 
work some time before the primary, and on this day negroes, radicals 
and boys under age were allowed to vote, and by this treacherous scheme 
Byrd secured the fraudulent nomination for tax collector. Now let us 
see who Joe Byrd is, practically. He has been for years a kicker and 
sorehead because he was not recognized in the distribution of offices, 
notwithstanding his incompetency to fill any office. Two years ago he 
bolted the democrats and ran, as he called it, independent, for constable, 
and was gloriously defeated, after taking the advantage of democrats 
who could not read and-placing his tickets in with theirs and telling them 
they were voting a full democratic ticket. Besides, he mingled with the 
negroes and radicals, folding his name in with thejr tickets. The fact, 
is, he has been so very hungry for office for a number of years that the 
county commissioners took pity on him and appointed him constable 
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a few years ago, but he did not serve. Why? Because he could not 
furnish the $500 bond they required of him. What next? On the day 
the third party held their primary Byrd went to one of the leaders and 
asked his help to secure the nomination for tax collector on the third 
party ticket, assuring his third party brother that he had been in sym- 
pathy with this movement for the last two years; but a little consulta- 
tion with the leaders, and Byrd learned that they had a much better 
and stronger man. So they turned him down. Now ain’t he a beautiful _ 
democrat? Certainly. Well, let us see how his personal or private 
character stands. I can safely say, without fears of successful contra- 

diction, that there is not a man, regardless of color, in Gran- 
(205) tham’s Township, that cannot show up a better and purer record 

than Joe Byrd. I will only refer you to reliable parties who 
have had dealings with him and have been swindled through his mon- 
strous lies. First, we will take poor Nancy Warrick, his wife’s own 
aunt, who will testify that he collected her county allowance of $2 per 
month—and for more than one month, at that—and never paid her one 
cent of it. Second, ask L. B. Cotton how Byrd treated him about the 
pigs. Ask Job Warrick if Byrd didn’t pocket $1.20 of his money aris- 
ing from pig sales. C. J. Hudson will tell you how mean he treated him 
about the cane-mill and pocketed all the money arising from the sales . 
of the toll syrup. Ask John Talton how the corn held out in measure 
he bought from Byrd. Just one year ago his landlord was forced to 
seize his crop by writ of claim and delivery to prevent a total destruction 
of the rents, after Byrd had forfeited all the stipulations of the contract, 
and this bill of costs, under judgment, stands today against him on 
Justice Broadhurst’s docket. He won’t pay it; too dishonest. Now, 
only a very few days ago he was refused eredit for one gallon of cider, 
as he wanted to treat a crowd. But it was no treat. Henry Strickland 
will vouch for this assertion. Now, as for the truth, it and Byrd are 
entire strangers, and when he lies—and that is all the time—he will 
swear to it just as quick as he can reach the Book. Can give you several 
instances where he is guilty of perjury. Good rye liquor is what he 
always calls for at the bar counter, and seems to be devoted to it, not- 
withstanding he is a strict member of the Methodist Church, says the 
Lord’s prayer after the preacher, and sings in a sonorous voice. Now, 
- democrats, I beseech you, as I shall do, to work for the success of our 
ticket, except Joe Byrd, and all will be well. Should you so far forget 
yourselves as to elect Byrd tax collector, and the tax-money goes into 
his hands, it will be ‘Farewell Mr. Stamps, you’ll never reach the treas- 
ury.’ I could cite yeu many more of Byrd’s dirty and insidious tricks, 
but think that is sufficient to convince any democrat that Joe Byrd 
is no democrat, besides having no private character. These are all 
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indispensable facts and will be vouched for by reliable and. (206) 
honorable parties. Now, in conclusion, will say he actually re- 

fused to go on the stand in his cwn township. Why? Because he 
knew that the questions that would be put to him would be more than he 
could stomach. “J.C. Cox, 


“0, J. Hupson, 

"WwW, J. Hupson and 

— &T, OC. Overman, 
Democrats.” 


The issues submitted on the trial were as follows: 
“1. Are the charges set out in the circular, or any of them, false? 
“9. If so, was said circular published maliciously ? 

“3. What damage, if any, is the plaintiff entitled to recover?” 

The court required the plaintiff to specify what charges made in the 
circular were libelous, and charged the jury that if they found all these 
specified charges false or true to make a general finding as to the first 
~ issue, but that if they found any of them true and others false, to specify 
in their findings as to the first issue which were true and which were 
false. 

There was evidence offered upon the part of the plaintiff tending to 
show that the charges in said circular were all false, and that they were 
made from malice, and the defendants offered evidence tending to show 
that said charges were true and not made maliciously, but on the con- 
trary, were made in good faith to inform the voters of Wayne County 
of the character of the man for whom their votes were solicited for a 
public office. | 

One of the charges contained in said circular was that on the day the 
people’s party, commonly known as the third party, held their 
primary election in Grantham’s Township, the plaintiff Byrd (207) 
went to one of the leaders and asked his help to secure the nomi- | 
nation for tax collector on the third party ticket, assuring his third 
party brother that he had been in sympathy with this movement for | 
the last two years. It was admitted that the plaintiff was a candidate 
on the democratic ticket for tax collector for the year 1892, having been 
nominated after the third party primary. 

The defendants offered evidence tending to prove that the plaintiff 
was present at the primary meeting of the third party, and had asked 
H. B. Keen, who was chairman of said party, to help him secure the 
nomination for tax collector on the third party ticket. 

Exception 1—The plaintiff Byrd was offered as a witness in his own 
behalf, and admitted that he was present at the third party meeting, but 
stated that he did not then or at any other time try to secure a nomina- 


151 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [113 


- Byrkp v. Hupson. 


tion for tax collector at their hands, and testified as follows: “On the 
day of said meeting Mr. McCullen asked if I wanted the nomination for 
tax collector. I asked him what he meant, was it in reference to the 
meeting to be held thisp.m. He said no. I told him I would not accept 
the nomination except from the democratic party.” The witness further 
stated that he did not know at the time whether McCullen was a demo- 
crat or a populist, but that he had afterwards learned that McCullen had 
voted the democratis ticket. To the foregoing conversation with Mc- 
Cullen defendants excepted. | 


Exception 8.—J. A. Stevens was introduced as a witness for the 
plaintiff, and testified as follows: “I was a candidate last year on the 
democratic ticket, and the plaintiff Byrd was a candidate on the same 
ticket. The defendant C. J. Hudson came to me during the campaign 
and asked me not to support Byrd as the democratic nominee. I told 

him that I would have to support Byrd. And he then said that 
(208) if I did he would not vote for me or any one else who would vote 
for Byrd.” This was offered to show malice. Objected to by 
defendants. Objection overruled, and defendants excepted. 
_ Haception 4—The defendant C. J. Hudson was offered as a witness 
in behalf of the defendants, and testified to facts, which if believed, 
tended to prove the truth of all the charges in the said circular. Upon 
cross-examination the plaintiff, for the purpose of impeaching the wit- 
_ ness, asked him the following questions: “Did you not a few years ago 
bring an action against E. B. Jordan to recover damage for slander, 
and did you not compromise that action for $175, without requiring 
Jordan to retract the charge of perjury?” Objected to by defendants, 
and objection overruled, and defendants excepted. Witness said he 
brought suit for slander against Jordan, and compromised it for $175. 
That he did not know whether or not a retraction was made, as he left 
that with his attorneys. | 


Witness then said in explanation that he brought suit against E. B. 
Jordan for slander, on the ground that Jordan had charged him with 
perjury. That he did not want Jordan’s money, but only wanted to 
vindicate his own character. That.he agreed that if Jordan would 
admit that he had slandered him, and pay his counsel and costs, that 
he would compromise the matter. The amount agreed upon was $175. 
That in compliance with this agreement a judgment was rendered for 
said amount. That Jordan neglected to pay the amount agreed upon, 
and conveyed his lands to his son, and that he, Hudson, was compelled 
to issue execution and sell the land and buy it. That after he bought 
it he offered to let Jordan have it back for $400, but refused to convey 
it to Jordan’s wife, as he did not care to aid in defeating Jordan’s 
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other creditors. The defendant also afterwards introduced without ob- 
jection the record of the judgment in the said case of Hudson v. Jordan. 

One of the counsel for plaintiff in his argument to the jury 
said that C. J. Hudson, in his suit against Jordan, had sold his (209) 
character for $175, and that the purchaser was badly cheated. | 
The court was engaged at the time and did not hear the remark, and it 
was not called to the attention of the court, no exception was made 
thereto, and the court had no knowledge of the same until after the con- 
clusion of the trial. There was evidence outside of the circular tending 
to show malice. The court, among other things charge’ the jury as 
follows: 

“The language of the ania may. be considered in finding whether 
the defendants were actuated by malice in publishing it, the fact that 
it imputes to the plaintiff the commission of crime, and that one of the 
defendants professes to have been damaged by the plaintiff may all be 
considered in coming to a conclusion as to the presence of malice,” and 
the defendants excepted to so much of this charge as instructed the jury 
that the fact that the circular imputed a crime might be considered in 
determining malice. 

There were special instructions asked by the defendantk which were 
given as requested, and also special instructions were asked by the plain- 
tiff, some of which were given and some rejected, but no exception was 
made at the time of-the trial. The court fully instructed the jury on . 
the law applicable to the facts proven by the witnesses, and to the 
charge there was no exception made, either at the time or in the defend- 
ants’ statement of the case on appeal. At the conclusion of the charge, 
the court asked the counsel of both sides if there was anything else they 
wished called to the attention of the jury, and they answered that there 
was not. The jury rendered a verdict for the plaintiff, assessing damages 
at $1,100 for which Judgment was given, and defendants appealed. 

The special instructions given at the request of the defendants were 
as follows: | 

“1. That the defendants, as citizens, were interested in the 
proper and efficient administration of the public service, and it (210) 
being admitted that the plaintiff was a candidate for office they 
had the right to criticise him and his conduct, and to inform the pub- 
lic as to his character and qualifications. 

- “2, That if the defendants honestly believed, and had probable cause 

to believe, that the character of the plaintiff was such that the public 

“interest demanded his defeat, the defendants had the right to sign and 

circulate the circular declared on, provided the charges therein con- 

tained were true, or the defendants had probable cause to believe the 

same to be true, and if they signed and circulated such circular, honestly 
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believing the same to be true, and had probable cause for such belief, 
and moved by a desire to promote the public interest, the plaintiff is not 
entitled to recover any damages, and the jury will answer issue No. 3 
‘None,’ | 

“3. That the circular being written by a citizen of a candidate for 
office, the presumption is that it was written In good faith, and the bur- 
den is upon the plaintiff to show that it was written maliciously. and 
without probable cause. 

“4, That malice is not mere anger, but 3 is any indirect and wicked 
motive inducing the defendants to defame the plaintiff. 

“5. That if the circular was not written for the mere purpose of 
defaming the plaintiff, but was written with an honest desire to inform 
the public, it was not written maliciously, and if the jury so believe 
they must answer issue No. 2 ‘No.’ 

“6, That in this case mere proof that the charges in the See were 
false is not sufficient, but the plaintiff must go further and show that 
the defendants knew they were false at the time of writing the circular, 
or had no probable cause to believe them to be true. And if the jury 
do not believe that the defendants knew the said charges were false at the 
time of making them, they will answer issue No. 2 ‘No,’ unless express 
malice has been proven by other testimony. 

“7, That if the defendants wrote the circular, not recklessly or mali- 

ciously, or without probable cause, but in good faith and from a 
(211) desire to benefit the public service, the plaintiff cannot recover, | 

although all the charges made against the defendant may be un- 
true. 

“8, That it is to the interest of the public that the unfitness of candi- 
dates should be made public, and any citizen in good faith making 
charges against said candidate does no more than his duty, and will be 
protected by the law, provided he does not act recklessly or maliciously. 

“9 That upon the charge of perjury made in the circular, the de- 
fendants having alleged said charge to be true, it is not incumbent upon 
the defendants to prove the truth of said charge eons a ‘reasonable 
doubt, but by a preponderance of the evidence.” 


W. OC. Munroe for plaintiff. 
Allen & Dortch for defendants. 


Crarx, J. 1. The testimony of the plaintiff touching his conversation 
with McCullen was competent as corroborative of his testimony on 
the trial. S. v. Whitfield, 92 N. C., 881. There is no exception that - 
the court failed to instruct the jury that they should consider it only 
in that view, and it will be presumed that proper instructions were given. 


S. v. Powell, 106 N. C., 635, 
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2. The second exception was abandoned, and as to the third exception 
the testimony of Stevens was clearly competent, as tending to prove 
malice. 13 A. & E. Enc., 481, sec. 4. 

8. The question put to defendant on cross-examination, whether he 
had not compromised an action for slander for $175, without requiring 
the defendant to retract the charge of perjury, was an impeaching 
question. It was competent, as tending to impeach him as a 
witness io show he had put a low estimate on his own charac- (212) 
ter. The witness was properly allowed to explain the matter. It 
is, however, not every question tending to disparage or disgrace a wit- 
ness which is competent. The question must be, as in this instance, 
limited to particular acts, and even then, when it is apparent to the 
court that it is put merely for the purpose of annoying or harassing the 
witness, the trial judge may in his discretion refuse to compel him. to 
answer. S. v. Gay, 94 N. C., 814. 

4. The comment of pune was not objected to at the time and the 
objection is lost. _S.v. Suggs, 89 N. C., 527; 8. v. Lewis, 93 N. C., 581; 
S. v. Powell, 106 N. ©,, 635; Hudson v. J ordan, 108 N. C., 10. 

5. In Ramsey v. Cheek, 109 N. C., 270, the law of slander and libel 
is thus summarized: (1) When the words are actionable per se, unless 
the matter is privileged, the law presumes malice, and the burden is on 
the defendant to show that the charge is true. (2) If it is a case of 
absolute privilege, no action can be maintained, even though it could 
be shown that the charge was both false and malicious. (3) In a case 
of qualified privilege, the burden is on the plaintiff to prove both the 
falsity of the charge and that it was made with express malice. Or to 
put it more succinctly, if the words are actionable per se in “unprivi- 
leged” slander and libel, falsity and malice are prima facie presumed. 
If “absolutely privileged,” falsity and malice are irrebuttably negatived, 
and if it is a case of “qualified privilege,” falsity and malice must be 
proven. 

In Ramsey v. Cheek, supra, which like the present, was a case of 
qualified privilege [13 A. & E. Enc., 420 (11) ], it was further held 
that in such cases, while the plaintiff must prove both the falsity of the 
charge and malice, and. though the falsity of the charge taken alone was 
not sufficient to establish malice without showing further that the de- 
fendants knew it to be false, or would have known if they had used the 
opportunities open to them, yet “the plaintiff is not bound to 

- prove malice by extrinsic evidence. He may rely on the words (213) 
of the libel itself, and on the circumstances attending its publi- 

cation, as affording evidence of malice. Odgers’ Slander and L., sections 
277-288; 13 Am. and Eng. Enc., 431.” The instruction now excepted 
to, that “the language of the circular which imputes to plaintiff a crime, 
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and alleges that one of the defendants had been damaged by him, may 
be considered by the jury in finding whether the defendants were actu- 
ated by malice in making the publication, is therefore unobjectionable. 
Bradsher v. Cheek, 109 N. O., 278. There was other evidence of malice, 
among others that of Stevens, which is not set out in the third excep- 
tion. The language of the circular might, therefore, be properly con-— 
sidered in connection with the other evidence in passing upon the ques- 
tion of malice. Newell on Defamation, 770. 

Tt should be noted that in cases of. qualified privilege, though proof 
of falsity does not per se raise a presumption of malice, yet proof of 
malice takes away the protection of privilege, and shifts the burden of | 
proving the truth of the charge upon the defendant. Ramsey v. Cheek, 
supra, and cases cited, 109 N. C., p. 275. 

_ No error. 


Cited: Burnett v. RB. R.,120 N. C., 518; 8. v. Tyson, 133 N. C., 696; 
S. v. Parker, 1384 N.C., 915; Tise v. Dhoni. 151 N. C., 2838; Mise 
v. Motor Co., 175 N. GC, 469. 


(214) | 


STATE on tHe Reiation or THE RAILROAD COMMISSIONERS v. 
WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY. 


‘Railroad Commassion—J urisdiction—Interstate Commerce—Telegraph 
Iines—Rates. 


“1. Under the authority given to the Railroad Commission “to make rates for 
the transmission of messages by any telegraph line or lines doing business 
in the State,” the commission has the incidental power (subject to the 
right of appeal) to ascertain what particular corporation is in the control 
of or operates any of such lines in this State, in order that the commis- 
sion may exercise its authority to fix rates, as well as to know against 
whom to proceed for a violation of its regulations. 


2, Telegraphic messages transmitted by a company from and to points in this 
State, although traversing another State in the route, do not constitute 
interstate commerce, and are subject to the tariff regulation of the com- 
mission. 

3. Under the statute (ch. 320, Acts 1891) establishing the Railroad Comsnis- 
sion, no authority is given to the commission to direct a telegraph com- 
pany to open, for commercial messages, offices at which only its own 
business, or that of a railroad company with which it has intimate rela- 
tions, is transacted. Whether it is the duty of such company to take 
such messages may be tested in a civil action under the tender of a mes- 
sage. (AvERY, J., Bed eta lia ) 
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Upon a petition or complaint of Eugene P. Albea, the defendant was 
summoned to appear before the Board of Railroad Commissioners to an- 
swer for an alleged violation of the tariff rate prescribed by the com- 
mission for the transmission of telegraphic messages. 

The substance of the complaint was that Mr. Albea had applied to 
the agent of the defendant at Elizabeth City about 1 December, 1891, 
_ for the transmission of a message, consisting of not more than ten body 
words, from Elizabeth City to Winston, N. C., and tendered to the 
agent twenty-five cents for said service. The agent demanded sixty-five 
cents for the service, and refused to transmit the message unless Mr. 
Albea should pay that amount, which he refused to do. 

The plaintiff prayed that the defendant might be required to answer 
the charges of the complaint, and for an order omnes the defend- 
ant to desist from further violations of the law. 

The plaintiff did not ask for any recompense. 

The defendant filed answer on 17 May, 1892, denying that it was 
engaged, at the time mentioned in the complaint, or is now engaged, in 
the transmission of telegraphic messages between Elizabeth City and 
Winston, or that it was subject to the act of the General Assembly 
creating the commission. It also alleged that another corporation, un- 
der the name of the Elizabeth City and Norfolk Telegraph Company, 
was engaged in the transmission of messages upon a line extending 
from the town of Edenton and through the said town of Eliza- (215) 
beth City in said State to the towns of Portsmouth and Norfolk 
in the State of Virginia; that the said line was, at the time mentioned 
in the complaint, and is now, operated and controlled exclusively by the © 
said Elizabeth City and Norfolk Telegraph Company, and that the last 
named company was not then, and is not now, operated by or under the 
contro} of the defendant; that the agent to whom the plaintiff made 
tender of fare was not the agent of the defendant; that the only relation 
between the defendant and the Elizabeth City and Norfolk Telegraph 
Company is shown by the contract, which was filed as a part.of the an- 
swer ; that there was then, and is now, no way of transmitting a message 
from Elizabeth City to Winston except through the said line from 
Elizabeth City to Norfolk, Virginia, and the shortest way by which 
said message could be transmitted was through the city of Richmond, 
in the State of Virginia, by which it would necessarily traverse a ronte 7 
through said State; that the defendant had violated no law of the State, 
nor any rule or regulation of the commission, and that the matter being 
one of commerce between the States, the commission had no jurisdiction 
thereof. 

_ The commission heard evidence, and made a finding of facts, upon 
which it made the following conclusions and order: 
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“1, That the office at Elizabeth City, to which the plaintiff applied | 
for the transmission of a message to Winston, was and is an independent 
office, and that the defendant is not responsible for the act of the opera- 
tor in refusing to transmit the message as alleged in the complaint. 

_ “2, That the telegraphic offices at Edenton and Elizabeth City, and 
at other points in North Carolina on the line of the Norfolk and South- 

ern Railroad, are undér the control of the defendant, and that 
(216) the operators in said offices, although employed by the said rail- 

road company, are the agents and operators of the defendant, and 
that it is their duty to transmit commercial messages when tendered to 
them to points in North Carolina at the rate prescribed by the com- 
mission. | | | 

“3. That telegraphic messages transmitted by the defendant over its 
said line from Elizabeth City or Edenton, or other points in North 
Carolina, to points in said State, do not constitute commerce between 
States, although traversing another State in the route, and are subject 
to the rate prescribed by the commission. 

“Therefore, it 1s adjudged that the plaintiff is entitled to no recom- 
pense from the defendant, but the commission is of the opinion, and 
doth so order and adindve. that the telegraphic offices at Edenton and 
Elizabeth City, and at other points on the Norfolk & Southern Railroad 
in North Carolina, are offices of the. defendant, and that said offices 
shall transmit coramercial messages at the rate prescribed by the com- 
mission, when tendered, to any point in North Carolina. 

“This order shall take effect on and after 20 August next.” 

From the judgment in this case the defendant prayed an appeal to 
the next term of the Superior Court of Wake County; which was 
granted. 

Upon the hearing of the appeal at February Term, 1893, of ‘Wake 
Superior Court, before Brown, J., it was agreed that the court, instead 
of a jury, should find the facts, if the court should be of the opinion that 
the findings of the Board of Railroad Commissioners were not binding 
upon the Superior Court. 

His Honor being of the opinion that said facts were not binding upon 
the court, made the following findings of fact from the evidence taken 
by the commission: 

“Tt appears that the board of railroad commissioners adjudged that 
Albea, the plaintiff, was entitled to recover nothing, and that the ap- 
peal of the defendant is from the order of the board making a 

(217) regulation to go into effect 20 August. It is therefore unneces- 
sary to set out the facts as to the relation of said Albea to the 

case. The findings and ruling of the board, so far as Albea is con- 
cerned, are not excepted to. The court further finds as matter of fact 
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that the defendant is a corporation operating and owning an extensive 
system of telegraphy throughout the United States and the State of 
North Carolina; that the defendant owns, controls and operates a line 
of telegraph from Edenton, N. C., passing through Elizabeth City, 
N. C., Hertford and other places along the track of the Norfolk and 
Southern Railroad to Berkley, Va., and Narfolk, Va.; that there is 
a contract in writing between defendant and said Norfolk and Southern 
Railroad in respect to the maintenance and operation of said telegraph 
line, which is set-out in the records in this case and is made a part of 
these findings; that the defendant company receives and transmits over 
this line messages at the towns and villages of Hertford, Moyock and — 
other places ‘along said line, to any place in North Carolina where it 
has an office, at the uniform rate of twenty-five cents per message of 
ten words, except at Edenton and Elizabeth City; that such messages 
received at Hertford, Moyock and other places are sent over the wires 
of defendant leading into Virginia and back into North Carolina; that 
the rate adopted by defendant at Hertford, Moyock, etc., along said 
line was in obedience to the order of the Board of Railroad Commis- 
sioners, which went into effect 1 June, 1891, set out in the findings of 
the board in the record; that there is.a line of telegraph erected along 
the public county roads from Edenton, N. C., through Hertford and 
Elizabeth City, to Norfolk, Va., owned by the Elizabeth City and Nor- 
folk Telegraph Company, with offices on said line only at Edenton and 
Elizabeth City, N. O.; that this line does business with the defendant: 
company through a traffic contract dated 19 April, 1880 (Exhibit A), 
and renewed 19 April, 1890, for five years (said contract is set 

out in the record and is made a part of these findings); that the (218) 
shortest and only route over the wires of defendant by which 

messages can be now transmitted from Elizabeth City and all points 
along the Norfolk and Southern Railroad, traverses, in part, the State 
of Virginia, and thence back into North Carolina; that the wires of 
defendant now used in the transmission of this business are those leading 
to Norfolk via Richmond back into North Carolina; that this route 
‘now used by the defendant in transmitting messages from its offices on 
the Norfolk and Southern Railroad to Winston, N. C., is the shortest 
and best route between those points, and traverses about 269 miles in 
Virginia. Findings Nos. 2 and 3 of the board are approved. The 
charges made by the Norfolk and. Elizabeth City Telegraph Company 
for messages from Edenton and Elizabeth City to points in North Caro- 
lina are much greater than the rates fixed by the commissioners, which 
rate is observed by defendant at Hertford, N. C., Moyock and Centre- 
ville, towns within a short distance of Elizabeth City and in North 
‘Carolina. That the defendant has not opened an office at Edenton and 
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Elizabeth City for commercial business solely because- of its contract 
with the Elizabeth City and Norfolk Telegraph Company, set out in 
the record, the defendant’s officers believing that to do so would be an 
act of bad faith. Defendant has.a continuous line from Edenton and 
Elizabeth City to Winston, N. C., and if its offices in those two towns 
were opened for commereial business, messages could be transmitted — 
direct to Winston. Defendant has a railroad office on its wire at Eliza- 
beth City and Edenton, and the right, so far as the Norfolk and South- 
ern Railroad is concerned, to take commercial business. That such 
railroad business as train reports would have preference to transmis- 
sion, but the court does not think, from the evidence, that commercial 
business would be unusually or unreasonably delayed—possibly, ; in some 
cases, a half hour or so as testified to by defendant’s agent, Pamplin; that 
there are offices upon defendant’s wire at Elizabeth City and 
(219) Edenton, operated by operators paid by the Norfolk and South- 
ern Railroad Company, and the same arrangement between 
the defendant and the said company at Moyock, Hertford and Centre- 
ville. These operators are also agents of the defendant, and do com- 
mercial business for defendant and comply with the regulations and 
rates fixed by the board at the last three towns. Findings Nos. 4 to 12, 
inclusive, are approved. The present telegraph office at Elizabeth City 
on defendant’s wire is at the depot, about a half or three-quarters of a 
mile from the central part of the town; but, at the rate fixed by the 
board and charged by the defendant elsewhere, the court is of the 
opinion that the defendant would get nearly all the business, even if it 
used the present office at the depot. That the taking of commercial 
business over defendant’s wire at Elizabeth City and Edenton at the 
rates established by the commissioners will necessarily injure the Eliza- 
beth City and Norfolk Telegraph Company very materially, but will 
greatly benefit those communities and not injure the defendant. In 
respect to rates, those towns would then be put upon an equality with 
the neighboring towns hereinbefore referred to.” 
His Honor thereupon affirmed the order of the commission, and de- 
fendant appealed. 


R. 0. Burton for plaantiff. 
Strong & Strong and Robt. Styles for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. The Board of R. R. Commissioners is “authorized 
and required to make or cause to be made just and reasonable rates of 
charges for the transmission of messages by any telegraph line or lines 
doing business in the State.” Laws 1891, ch. 320, sec. 26. It may 
cause notice to be served upon corporations or persons charged with a 
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violation of the rules prescribed by it in pursuance of the above au- 
thority, and upon a hearing, may ascertain and direct ample 

and full recompense to be made by the company, corporation or (220) 
person offending, which recompense may be enforced by civil 
action, as prescribed in section 10 of said act. Mayo v. Telegraph Co., 
112 N. C., 343. It is a court of record, with “the powers and jurisdic- 
tion of a court of general jurisdiction,” as to all subjects embraced in 
said act, by virtue of Laws 1891, ch. 498. Express Co. v. R. R., 111 
N.C., 463. 

The defendant being served with process opedead before this Court 
to answer the complaint or petition of Eugene Albea, called plaintiff 
herein, and filed its answer. Thereupon a trial was had, and it appear- 
ing that the said Albea, having tendered no commercial message to any 
of the offices of the defendant, it was adjudged that he had no cause of 
- complaint, and the proceeding was practically dismissed as to him. | 

The commission, however, having the defendant before it, proceeded 
under its general powers to make rates of charges for the transmission 
of business by the defendant from and to points in North Carolina, 
which rate of charges is the same as that applicable to all the offices 
of the defendant within the limits of the State. The commission, after 
having disposed of the complaint of Albea, should have amended the 
proceeding so as to substitute as complainant the “State of North Caro-— 
lina ex rel. the Railroad Commission”; but as it has been fully heard 
- without reference to this irregularity, we have ordered that the amend- 
ment be now made, and the proceeding be entitled accordingly. The 
Code, sec. 273; Reynolds v. Smathers, 87 N. C., 24. 

_ The order of the board, which is the subject of review, is as follows: 
“That the telegraph offices at Edenton and Elizabeth City and at other 
points on the Norfolk and Southern Railroad in North Carolina are — 
offices of defendant, and that said offices shall transmit commercial mes- 
sages at rates prescribed by the commission to any point in North 
Carolina.” This order is based upon certain findings of fact, (221) 
some of which are excepted to. But inasmuch as it was agreed 

that his Honor might pass upon these questions in the place of a jury, 
and as there was evidence sufficient to warrant such findings as under 
the view we have taken are material to be considered, they cannot be 
reviewed in this Court. Battle v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 418; Fertilizer Co. 
—»v. Reams, 105 N. C., 283. 

' It appears, in the language of his Honor, “that the fietendant owns, 
controls afid operates a line of telegraph from Edenton, N. C., passing 
through Elizabeth City, N. C., Hertford, Moyock, N. OF and other 
places along the track of the Norfolk and Southern Railroad to Berkley — 
_and Norfolk, Virginia. . . . That the company receives and trans- 
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mits over this line (commercial) messages at the towns and villages of 
Hertford, Moyock and other places along said line to any place in 
North Carolina, where it has an office, at the uniform rate of twenty- 
five cents per message of ten words, except at Edenton and Elizabeth 
City,” at which two last named offices the defendant receives no com- 
mercial business, the said offices being devoted exclusively to the busi- 
ness of the Norfolk and Southern Railroad Company in respect to the 
running of its trains, etc. 

It is very clear to us that under the authority given it to make rates 
for “the transmission of messages by any telegraph line or lines doing 
business in the State,” the commission (subject, of course, to the right of 
appeal) has the incidental power of ascertaining what particular corpor- 
ation is at least in the control or operation of the same. This would seem 
indispensably necessary to a proper exercise of its authority to fix rates 
as well as to know against whom to proceed under section 10 of the act, 
in the event of a violation of such regulation. The exception in this. 
respect, therefore, must be overruled. | 

A more serious question, however, is presented by the ruling of the 
court upon the third conclusion of the commission, which is as follows: 
“That telegraphic messages transmitted by defendant over its said line 

from Elizabeth City or Edenton, or other points in North Caro- 

(222) lina to points in said State, do not constitute commerce between 
States, although traversing another State in the route, and are 
subject to the rate prescribed by the commission.” It appears from the 
findings of fact that the shortest and only route over the wire of the 
defendant by which messages can be transmitted to many points in this 
State, necessarily “traverses, in part, the State of Virginia and thence 
back into North Carolina,” and it is insisted that such messages so 
transmitted are interstate commerce, and therefore not subject to the 
tariff regulation of the commission. | 

It is not denied that the offices of the defendant along the line of the 
Norfolk and Southern Railroad Company, except those at Edenton and 
Elizabeth City, receive commercial messages for transmission, in the 
manner described, to various points in North Carolina, and it is plain 
that such business does not relate to the intercourse of. the citizens of 
this State with those of some other State. It is purely an intercourse 
between the citizens of North Carolina through the means afforded by 
a corporation having extensive facilities of communication within the 
limits of the said State, and the uniform rates fixed by the commission 
for the business, which the said corporation accepts, or is ‘under legal 
obligation to accept, in no wise affects or interferes with any business 
which the defendant undertakes for the citizens of Virginia, either be- 
tween themselves or with the citizens of other States. Neither are we 
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able to see how the mere fixing of rates between different points in this 
State can in any way conflict with any regulation which the State of 
Virginia may have the power to impose in respect to its domestic busi- 
ness. Jt must be manifest, therefore, that this business 1s without a 
single feature of interstate commerce, unless it can be found in the fact 
that in the transmission of a message it must traverse a part of the de- 
fendant’s own line in the State of Virginia. We have been re- 
ferred to several cases in which it has been held, in respect to the (223) 
continuous carriage of freight by a railroad company under such 
circumstances, that a State commission had no power to prescribe rates, 
and also that a State had no right to levy a tax upon the gross receipts, 
even as to that part derived from the transportation within its territory. 
S. vo. R. R., 40 Minn., 266; Sternberger v. R. R., 29 S. C., 510; Cotton 
Exchange v. Rh. R., 2 Interstate Commerce Reports, 386. 

Without attempting to discuss these cases, and to distinguish them in 
some particulars from ours, it is sufficient to say that if they are not 
distinctly overruled, their principle is certainly in conflict with the 
reasoning of the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United States 
(Fuller, C. J.,) in R. R. v. Pennsylvania, 145 U. S., 192. 

The State of Pennsylvania levied a tax on the gross receipts of all 
railroad companies derived from the transportation by continuous car- 
riage from points in Pennsylvania to other points in the same State— 
that is to say, passing out of Pennsylvania into other States and back 
again into Pennsylvania in the course of transportation. 

The Lehigh Valley Railroad Company has no road of its own from 
Mauch Chunk, Pennsylvania, to Philadelphia, but in transporting its 
coal and general freight traffic it uses its own line from Mauch Chunk 
to Phillipsburg, New Jersey, from which point it is, under an arrange- 
ment for a continuous passage with the Pennsylvania Railroad Com- 
pany, transported by the latter road via Trenton to Philadelphia.: It 
was insisted that the State could not tax that part of the gross receipts 
derived from so much of the transportation as was wholly within the 
State of Pennsylvania, because the freight, during its entire transporta- 
tion, was impressed with the character of interstate commerce. The 
‘court sustained the tax, and although it may be said that the decision 
relates only to that part of the receipts which arose from the | 
transportation within the State, yet it must be apparent from a (224)' 
perusal of the opinion that this conclusion was reached on the 
ground that such continuous transportation was not interstate com- 
merce. Indeed, the entire course of the reasoning of the court is in 
support of this very principle, and is clearly applicable to the question 
involved in this appeal. The language of the court is plain and em- 
-phatic, and we do not feel at liberty to ignore it, and especially when it 
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is applied to telegraphic communication, under the peculiar circum- 
stances of this case. The court, in speaking of the grant of power to 
regulate commerce between the States, remarked: “But, as was said by, 
Chief Justice Marshall, the words of the grant do not embrace that 
commerce which is completely internal, which is carried on between | 
man and man in a State, or between different parts of the same State, 
and which does not extend to nor affect other States. Commerce, ob- 
served the Chief Justice, undoubtedly, is traffic, but it 1s something 
more; it is intercourse.” The court further proceeded to say: “The 
point of departure and the point of arrival were alike in Pennsylvania. 
The intercourse was between those points, and not between any other 
points. Is such intercourse, consisting of continuous transportation be- 
tween two points in the same State, made interstate because in its ac- 
complishment some portion of another State may be traversed? Is the 
transmission of freight or messages between two places in the same State 
made interstate business by the deviation of the railroad or telegraph 
line on to the soil of another State?” Again, in another part of the 
opinion it is said: “It is simply whether, in the carriage of freight and 
passengers between two points in the same State, the mere passage over 
the soil of another State renders that business foreign which 1s domestic. 
We do not think such a view can be reasonably entertained, and are 
of the opinion that this taxation is not open to constitutional objection 
by reason of the particular way in which Philadelphia was reached from 

Maueh Chunk.” The court uses the words “continuous passage,” 
(225) from which it is to be inferred that if, after the freight passed 

beyond Pennsylvania, it was transferred to another transporta- 
tion agency in New Jersey, and by this other agency carried to Phila- 
delphia, it would be interstate commerce, and the same is consigned to 
a point in New Jersey and then reshipped to Philadelphia. It is in 
evidence that the defendant owns and operates a continuous wire, or 
system of wires, from the offices mentioned to other points in North 
Carolina, and therefore it is not compelled to transfer its business to 
any other agency outside of North Carolina in order that it may reach 
its destination in this State. In this respect our case is stronger than 
the one from Pennsylvania, as the road from Phillipsburg to Phila- 
delphia was owned and operated by another corporation, and not by the 
‘Lehigh Valley Railroad Company. We refrain from entering into an 
extended discussion of the subject, and are content to follow the reason- 
ing of the Supreme Court of the United States, whose authority upon 
such questions is conclusive. 

We will observe, however, that we think the eee laid down by 
that court is peculiarly adaptable to cases like the present, in which 
there is such an exceptional facility for the evasion of State authority to 
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fix the rate of charges. This may be done in an instant and without 
expense by so adjusting the wires that messages must go through a part 
of the territory of another State. We think the exception should be 

overruled. : | 
_ The remaining exception which it is necessary to consider relates to 
that part of the order which substantially commands the defendant to 
open its offices at Edenton and Elizabeth City for the transmission of 
commercial messages. It is urged, but not very seriously pressed, that 
the order only means that the company shall transmit such messages at 
the prescribed rates, whenever it undertakes to do that character of 
business at those points. The order of the court is not, in our opinion, 
susceptible of such a construction, but whatever doubt there may 

be must surely vanish when it is considered in connection with (226) 
the finding of the commission upon which it is based, and which 

the court, in its judgment, approves and adopts. This finding is that 
the operators in said offices “are the agents and operators of the de- 
fendant, and that it is their duty to transmit commercial. messages 
when tendered to them to points in North Carolina at the rate pre- 
scribed by the commission.” It is impossible, without violating all rules 
of interpretation, as well as destroying the plain import of language, to 
adopt the view contended for, and it is, therefore, necessary to determine 
whether the commission act conferred upon the commission the authority 
to direct that the said offices should be opened for commercial business. 
That it has no such authority is settled by this Court in Mayo v. Tele- 
graph Co., 112 N. C., 348 (decided since the trial of this proceeding), 
in which it is declared that “there is nothing to show the intent of the 
statute-to give to the commission power to prescribe other rules and 
regulations for telegraph lines than those directed in section 26, with 
regard to their charges for the transmission of messages, as neither of 
the other sections could be made to apply to telegraph, even if the same 
had been specifically named.” Under this decision, so much of the order 
as is open to the objection referred to must be set aside, but in all other 
respects it is affirmed. 

Let it not be understood that we are deciding that a corporation, like 
the defendant, exercising its franchise, the right of eminent domain and 
other anusual privileges, under a grant from the State for the benefit 
of the public, can give any undue or unreasonable preference or ad- 
vantage to any particular person, company or corporation. This ques- 
tion may be presented when commercial messages have been tendered 
and declined at the said offices, but we think it would be going outside 
of the record to pass upon it now. And especially should we — 
refrain from doing so when the intelligent counsel, who appeared (227) 
for the defendant, very properly concluded that the court would 
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not anticipate a point of such pany and therefore did not oe 
it necessary to discuss it. 

The order of the court is modified and 

Affirmed. 


- Crted: MeLean v. Breece, post, 398; Leavell v. Tel. Co., 116 N. C., 
220; Caldwell v. Wilson, 121 N. C., 474; Pate v. R. R., 122 N. C., 880; 
Hendon v. R. R., 125 N. C., 128; Corporation Com. v. BR. R., 170 N.C., 
569; Bateman v. Tel. Co., 174 N. C., 99; Speight v. Tel. Co., 178 N. C. | 
150. , | 


W. M. RUSS v. J. B. BROWN & CO. 
Admassion of Indebtedness in Answer—Costs. 


Where a defendant in his answer offers to permit judgment to ‘be entered 
against him for a sum which he admits to be due, and a verdict is ren- 
dered therefor, he is liable only for the costs of the aon up to the filing 
of the answer and of sugement: 


Action, tried before Bryan, J., a a jury, at October Term, 1892, of 
WAKE. 

The issues: were submitted to the jury, and the responses were as 
follows: 

“1. Did the plaintiff eonieaet with defendant as alleged 1 in the com- 
plaint?’ Answer: “No.” 

— 2, Were the plaintiff’s services for the first three months satisfactory 
to the defendant?’ Answer: “They were at $75 per month.” 

“3. What sum does the defendant owe the plaintiff?” Answer: 
“$61.50 with interest from 14 January, 1892, until paid.” 

The plaintiff contended that defendant was indebted to him in the 
sum of $524 upon a special contract, the terms of which are set out in 
the complaint. That plaintiff continued in defendant’s service for one 
year from the time the contract was made, and insisted that he was en- 
titled to the sum claimed by him in the complaint. 

When the defendant Brown was on the stand in his own be- 

(228) half, the defendant’s counsel, with a view to corroborating Mr. 
Brown in his testimony that the services of the plaintiff for the 

first three months were not satisfactory to him as justifying the defend- 
ant in agreeing to the increased wages claimed by the plaintiff, asked 
the witness what, in his opinion, the plaintiff’s services. were actually | 
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worth to the defendant for the first three months. The plaintiff ob- 
jected on the ground that the only question to be tried was, whether 
there was a special contract, as alleged. The objection was overruled, 
and the plaintiff excepted. The witness was allowed. to answer ‘the 
question, and the plaintiff again excepted. In this connection, and by 
way of corroboration of the defendant’s testimony that he was not satis- 
fied with Russ’s services as justifying the increase of wages asked by 
him, the defendant was permitted to testify that he could have pro- 
cured other salesmen to do such work as Russ did, and as well as he did, 
for the three months, at $75 per month. That he had employed others 
at this rate, who did ‘the same work, and were worth to him as much as 
Russ, and that among them he had one salesman in North Carolina 
- whose services were worth to him as much as Russ’s services, to whom 
he paid only $50 a month. There was no exception to this testimony. 

Under the alleged contract plaintiff was employed as salesman only 
for the States of North and South Carolina. — 

The defendant, with a view of showing by the witness Brown that 
the plaintiff’s services were not satisfactory to him as justifying the 
increased pay, offered to show by him what sales the plaintiff made for 
defendant during the first three months. His Honor confined this testi- 
mony to the first three months of plaintiff’s service, and permitted no 
‘inquiry to be made for the last nine months, There was no exception 
to this testimony by the plaintiff. 

Judgment was rendered for the plaintiff in aecaenncs with the 
verdict, and for costs up to the filing of the answer and of judg- (229) 
ment. Tt was further adjudged that the defendant recover of the - 7 
plaintiff the costs accrming suecavent to the answer, pemceDy the cost of 
the judgment. 


Armistead Jones for ple: 
Battle & M ordecat and J. W. Hinsdale for defendant. 


MacRag, J. Thej jury having found i in response to the first issue that 
there was no such special contract as was alleged in the complaint; in 
other words, that the defendant did not agree to pay the plaintiff one 
hundred and twenty-five dollars per month for the last nine months in 
the year, provided defendant was satisfied with plaintiff’s services for 
the first three months, the second issue became immaterial, and the 
practical question was-as to the value of the plaintiff’s services, for it 
was admitted that plaintiff had served defendant for a year.. 

- Upon the third issue, the first and second having been put out a the 
way, the question and answer were relevant and material. 

The second exception was not relied upon, and i is not set out. 
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The defendant having admitted in his answer that he was indebted 
to the plaintiff in the sum of $61.50, and offered to permit judgment to 
be entered against him for said sum, his Honor properly adjudged that, 
defendant was liable only for the costs of the action up to the anne of 
the answer and of Judgment. | | 

_ Affirmed. 


(230) 7 
SOL. J. BARFIELD v. ALLY A, BARFIELD Et At. 


Devise—Charge of Legacy on Land—Venditions Hxponas, Vord Sale 
Under. 


1. A sale and deed made aude a writ of ven. ex., issued in 1853, several years 
| after the death of the judgment debtor, and without proof of a scire facias 
against his heirs, are void. 
2. A testator, after reserving a life estate for his widow, devised a tract ‘of . 
land to his son, providing that before he took possession of the home 
plantation (where his mother would reside during her lifetime) the son 
should give or secure to testator’s two daughters $350 each, and in case 
of default therein the land should be sold and the said sum paid to the 
daughters and the balance to the son: Held, (1) that the title of the land 
vested in the son and his heirs, and the daughters had neither title nor 
right of possession, the land being simply charged with the payment of 
the sums directed to be paid to the daughters, whose privilege it was to 
prevent their brother from occupying the land and appropriating the rents 
to his own use until they received the sums due them; (2) that in obtain- 
ing possession after the death of the widow, and asserting a title adverse 
to their brother, the daughters became liable for the rents accruing after 
the death of the life tenant up to the date of the offer of their brother 
to pay the sums charged upon the land. 


Action to recover possession of a tract of land described in ae com- 
plaint, tried at April Term, 1893, ‘of Wayne, before Brown, J., and a 
jury. 

The plaintiff introduced in evidence the will of John Barfield pro- 
bated 1n 1849, under the fourth and fifth items of which he claimed the 
land in controversy. The fourth item of said will is as follows: “I 
leave to my wife, during her natural life, the home plantation, and I 
hereby request her to relinquish her life-estate in forty acres of land 
which she has, as will appear by reference to a deed made by me to my 

son Solomon Barfield, in lieu of that to have her life-estate in my 

(231) home place.” And the fifth item of said will is as follows: 
. “After the death of my wife I give, devise and bequeath to my 

son Solomon Barfield, to him and his heirs forever, all my lands lying 
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on Buck Swamp, in the county of Wayne; my son Solomon, however, 
is, before he takes possession of the home plantation (where his mother 
will reside during her lifetime), required to give or to secure to my two 
youngest daughters, Ally A. and Mary, three hundred and fifty dollars 
apiece, and in case he fails to pay or secure the payment to them of the 
above-mentioned sums, three hundred and fifty dollars to each of them, 
then and in that case, the home plantation to be sold, they each to re- 
ceive the share due to them, and the balance of the money to go to 
Solomon and his heirs.” 

Tt was admitted that the land in controversy and described in the com- 
plaint is the same as the home plantation spoken of in said will; that 
John Barfield died on 20 October, 1848, and that Nancy Barfield, his 
widow, qualified as his executrix May, 1849; that Nancy Barfield, his 
widow, died on 16 August, 1889; that the defendants, Ally A. Barfield 
and Mary R. Barfield (now wife of the defendant D. A. Cogdell), are 
- children of John and Nancy Barfield, and are the persons named as 
devisees in said will; that defendants are in possession of said land, and 
were in possession when this action was begun, and refuse to surrender 
the same; that said defendants have been in possession of said land since 
the death of Nancy Barfield, and were in possession at and before her 
~ death; that on 27 February, 1892, a notice was delivered to the defend- 
ants, of which. the following is a copy: 


“To Ally A. Barfield and Mary R. Cogdell: 
“The will of our father, John Barfield, leaves the home plantation, 

on which he lived, on Buck and Thunder swamps, in Wayne County, 

to me after the death of our mother, Nancy Barfield, now dead, and 

I now demand possession of the same, and I will now pay you 

each the sum of $350, as provided in said‘ will, if you elect to (232) 

surrender the possession of said land to me without litigation. 

Let me know if you will do so by 15 March, 1892; otherwise I shall 

assume that you refuse to deliver possession on the condition above 

stated. 

This 27 February, 1892. 


“Witness: Danret Korneaay.” 


“Sou. J. BaARFIELD. 


And that no other offer to pay or secure said sums of $350 each has: 
been made, and no money has been tendered, except as shown in said — 
notice, or paid into court by the plaintiff. 

Evidence was-introduced by plaintiff to show the rental value of the 
land since 1889. The defendants put in evidence the following receipt : 
“Received of Mrs. Nancy Barfield, $75, being the amount bid by her 
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for the tract of land on which John Barfield lived, on the north side 
of Thunder swamp, and on the south side of Falling Creek, joining 
the lands of George L. Kornegay, James Manly and others, sold by me 
by virtue of a writ of venditions exponas issued from the Superior Court 
of Johnston County to satisfy a judgment recovered by the State of 
North Carolina, and returnable to the Fall Term, 1853, of said Court. 
Said land being sold by me at public auction, this 15 August, 1853.” 
(Signed by the sheriff); and also a writing signed by said sheriff (O. 
Coor), dated in 1869, and purporting to be a deed made by him to 
Nancy Barfield, and corresponding to this receipt. This writing was 
not under seal. They also put in evidence a deed from Nancy Barfield 
to them, dated in 1881, and introduced evidence to show that they had 
rented out the land since her death, and had received the income there- 
from. There was evidence tending to show that the femes defendant had 
removed two houses from the land, and their value. 
One of the plaintiff’s witnesses testified that he aia to Nancy 
- (233) Barfield, executrix of the will of John Barfield, $600, between 
1850 and 1888. This was objected to. The objection was over- 
ruled, and the defendants excepted. The poewane issues were submitted 
to the jury: 

“1. Is the plaintiff the owner and entitled to the possession of the land 
described in the complaint, subject to the. defendants’ len, under the 
will of John Barfield, as. alleged in the complaint? 

“9, Are defendants in possession thereof ? 

“3. What is the annual value for rents and profits? 

“4. What aanaeS other than rents is plaintiff entitled to recover, if 
any ? 9”? 

His Honor naieuciad the jury that if they believed the evidence, the 
plaintiff was the owner and entitled to the possession of the land, and 
they should answer the first 1 issue, “Yes.” The defendants excepted as 
follows: 

1. For that the plaintiff deduced his title from the fifth item of the 
will of John Barfield, and by said item a condition precedent was at- 
tached before the plaintiff could take possession of the land, to wit, the 
payment or security of $350 each to Ally and Mary Barfield, and it did 
not appear that the condition had been performed. That the offer of 
27 February, 1892, did not fulfill the condition, for the reason, first, 
that the plaintiff did not make an actual tender of money ; second, that 
he did not tender interest from the death of the life-tenant; and third, 
that he did not pay into court the amount admitted to be due the de- 
fendants. 

2, For that the defendants had shown title to the land in controversy. 
There was a verdict for the plaintiff. | 
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His Honor stated the account between the parties, charging the plain- 
tiff with interest on the sums due to the femes defendant ($350 each), 
from the day of the death of Nancy Barfield, the tenant for life, and 
charging the defendants with the rents from January 1, 1890, and also 
with the damages assessed by the jury on account of the removal 
of the houses. And having then determined what was due to (234) 
each of the femes defendant ($141.44), he then made the follow- 
ing order: “It is ordered and adjudged that plaintiff is the owner and 
entitled to recover possession of the property described in the complaint ; 
that upon the payment to the clerk by the plaintiff for the use of Ally. 
A. Barfield and Mary R. Cogdell of the above-mentioned sums of money, 
then he shall issue a writ of possession. In case said money is not paid 
with interest within ninety days after 17 April, 1893, it is adjudged 
that the land be sold for cash, after advertisement, by ‘the clerk to the 
highest bidder, at the courthouse in Wayne County, and in case of sale, 
that he report his proceedings to the next term of court, and that the 
proceeds be applied in payment of said liens in favor of defendants, 
hereinbefore adjudged, and remainder, if any, to plaintiff. Let costs 
be taxed against defendants, and execution issue after the expiration of 
said ninety days.” The defendants excepted to the judgment rendered : 

1. For that the plaintiff is allowed rents prior to 27 February, 1892, 
when he claims to have tendered payment to the defendants. 

2. For that it was adjudged that plaintiff was the owner and entitled 
to the possession of the land in controversy. 7 


W. T. Faircloth for plaintiff. 
Allen & Dortch for defendants. 


Burwett, J. The contention of the defendants, that Nancy Barfield 
acquired a title in fee to the land in dispute by virtue of a purchase of 
it by her at a sale made in 1853 by the sheriff of Wayne, has nothing 
to support it. They themselves showed that if it was sold at all (of 
which, in fact, there was no legal evidence), the sale was made under 
a writ of denon exponas oat several years after the death 
of John Barfield, and they made no proof whatever of the is- (235) 
suing or serving of any scire facias against his heirs. The writ 
was null and void. Samuel v. Zachary, 26 N. C., 377. And every act 
done under it goes for nothing. 

This disposes of the defendants’ alleged title, and brings us to the 
consideration of the rights of the parties under the will of J Bar- 
field. 

By that will the title to the land, upon the death of the widow, was 
vested plainly in the plaintiff and his heirs. The title did not, In any 
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event, descend to all the heirs of John Barfield, nor did it, in any con- 
tingency, vest in the femes defendants, his daughters. The latter had, 
under that instrument, neither title nor right of possession. The land 
was simply charged with the payment of the sum of $350 to each of 
them. It was their privilege, according to the provision of the will, to 
prevent their brother from occupying the land and appropriating the 
rents to his own use till these sums were paid to them, and to that end 
‘they might have invoked the aid and protection of a court by proper 
proceedings to have the rent collected and reserved and the land sold, 
so that out of the fund so arising they might certainly have what the 
testator said they should have. Instead of pursuing this course, they 
chose to assert a title adverse to the plaintiff devisee, to rent out the 
‘land and appropriate the income to their own use; and when their pre- 
tended title fails, they insist that the rents accruing from the death of 
-the life-tenant to the date of plaintiff’s offer to pay the sums charged 
_on the land for them, belonged to them, and that they are not accountable 
therefor to the plaintiff. His Honor properly decided that they should 
account for all the rents received by them. As we have said, they had no 
-right to the possession, either as heirs-at-law or devisees. Had the testa- 
tor put the title in them with a provision that it should vest in the plain- 
tiff when he paid to each of them the sums named, the rents might have 
‘been theirs till the payment was made or there was a proper tender of 
payment. But this provision the testator did not see fit to make. 
(236) He willed that they should have a certain sum of money. This 
| they will have received when the judgment is fully executed, with 
‘interest thereon from the day it was first incumbent on the plaintiff to 
-pay it. It is difficult to see how they can, with any show of reason, claim 
more than this under their father’s will. 

The judgment, we think, in a very proper manner, provides for an 
adjustment and settlement of the conflicting claims of the parties. 

The evidence in relation to the payment of money to the executrix 
-of John Barfield’s will was immaterial. Its admission, if erroneous, 
~was harmless. 3 

Affirmed. 
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W. H. MORRIS vy. J. R. HERNDON et at. 
Registration of Mortgage—Constructive Notice—Estoppel in Pais. 


1. Registration is not sufficient notice to prevent the operation of an estoppel 
in pais; if ever permitted to have such effect, such constructive notice 
applies only where the conduct creating the alleged estoppel is mere 
silence and not an affirmative act or word; therefore, 


2. Where B, the owner of a second mortgage, induced A, a first mortgagee, 

- to take another mortgage on the same property to secure the same in- 

debtedness, thereby giving to the second mortgage a legal priority over 

the new mortgage, A having no actual notice of B’s lien: Held, that B 

was not a mere silent bystander, but a participant in the transaction, and 

he cannot be permitted to retain the peyeneeese obtained under such cir- 
cumstances. 


Action, tried before Connor, re and a jury, at October Term, 1892, 
of Durnam. 

The plaintiff introduced the following evidence: 

W. H. Morris, plaintiff: “I held the mortgage of 19 March, 

1886. There was due in 1889 thirty dollars and interest. L. C. (237) 
Herndon came and asked me to take J. R. Herndon out from 
under Mr. Farthing. I paid Mr. Farthing two hundred and thirty-five 
dollars and sixty-five cents. Two hundred was for Herndon’s mother; 
the balance was for J. R. Herndon ($35.65). L. C. Herndon was present 
at the time the last mortgage was executed. He was present during the 
entire transaction. He said nothing about his lien. They did not tell 
me that L. C. Herndon had a mortgage. I paid Farthing the money. 
Farthing wrote the mortgage. I did not say that unless I could get all 
the encumbrances, I would not také anything.” 

At the close of plaintiff’s testimony the defendant asked the court 
to charge the j jury that, if they believed the evidence, they should an- 
swer the issues in ae of the defendants. This was refused, and the 
defendants excepted on the ground that, taking the plaintif’s testimony 
as true, he was not entitled to recover. 

The defendants introduced the following witnesses, who testified as. 
set out: 

L. C. Herndon: Parthing’ wrote the mortgage. Morris said that he 
could not take up the mortgage Farthing held against my mother unless 
he could get all. Morris said that he would take it on the same terms 
that Farthing had-it. I did not urge Morris to take up the mortgage 
against J. R. Herndon. I paid the amount to Morris for my brother. 
Morris was told that I had a mortgage.” | | 
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J. R. Herndon said: “That he was not present when the mortgage to 
Morris was being prepared. He signed it as prepared by Farthing.” 

G. C. Farthing, a witness for defendants, said: “The general charac- 
ter of the Herndons is good. J had a mortgage against Herndon’s 
mother. Morris had agreed to settle it if Herndon would pay him thirty 
| dollars he owed him for some rent. Henderson fixed the thirty 
(238) dollars in a mortgage. Herndon took up both mortgages. I 

wrote the mortgage from J. R. Herndon to Morris from a. mort- 
gage J. R. Herndon had previously given to me. L. C. Herndon was 
present when the mortgage was written.” ee 

The foregoing was all the evidence of the defendants. 7 

The defendants duly requested his Honor to charge the jury that, 
upon the whole evidence, the plaintiff was not entitled to recover, and 
that they should answer the issues in favor of the defendants. This re- 
quest was refused, and the defendants excepted, and, after verdict 
and judgment for plaintiff, appealed. 


Boone & Parker for plaintiff. 
Fuller & Fuller for defendants. 


SuepuerD, C. J. In Mason v. Williams, 66 N. C., 564, it is said by 
Ruffin, J., that registration 1s not sufficient notice to prevent the opera- 
tion of an estoppel in pais; but even were it otherwise, such constructive 
notice would not affect the rights of an innocent purchaser, if under the 
circumstances it was the duty of the owner to make known his claim or 
title. This doctrine of constructive notice when applied to estoppels, 
“if correct at all (says Mr. Pomeroy, 2 Eq. Jur., 810), is correct only 
within very narrow limits, and must be strictly confined to cases where 
the conduct creating the alleged estoppel is mere silence. If the real 
owner resorts to any affirmative acts or words, or makes any representa- 
tion, it would be in the highest degree inequitable to permit him to. say 
that the other party, who had relied upon-his conduct and had been 
- misled thereby, might have ascertained the falsity of his representa- 
tion.” In speaking of the same principle, Mr. Herman says (2 Estoppel 
and Res. Jud., 9627): “But this is applicable only in the case where 
the foundation of the estoppel 1 is in silence or acquiescence, for when 

the owner concurs in a sale by participating in tt at the time, it 
(239) becomes his own act.” So it is said in Mason v. Williams, supra, 

that “the rule is that if a man so conducts himself, whether in- 
tentionally or not, that a reasonable person would infer that a certain 
state of things exists, and acts on that enFOrOne he shall be afterwards 
estopped from denying it? | 7 
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Without discussing the general doctrine as to the effect of mere 
silence, where there is registration, and leaving it as it stands upon our 
decided cases, and, conceding for present purposes the principle stated 
by the above-mentioned authors, we think there was something more 
here than simple acquiescence, and that his Honor was correct in re- 
fusing to charge that, upon the whole testimony, the interpleader, L. C. 
Herndon, was not estopped to claim the property in controversy. The 
instruction must be treated as if it were a formal demurrer to evidence, 
in which case it is well settled that the testimony must be considered in 
the aspect most favorable to the opposite party. Gwaltney v. Tumber 
Oo., 111 N. C., 547. Viewed in this light, it was certainly a legitimate 
inference that L. C. Herndon was chiefly instrumental in bringing about 
the transaction, by virtue of which he insists that the claim of the 
plaintiff should be postponed to his own. 

The plaintiff had a first mortgage executed by J. R. Herndon, and at 
the instance of the said L. C. Herndon the plaintiff took another mort- 
gage upon the same property to secure the same indebtedness. The effect 
of taking this last mortgage was, it is conceded, to release the first, and 
by this means it came about that a second mortgage held by the said 
Herndon acquired the legal priority. Should he be permitted to avail 
himself of this advantage obtained under such circumstances? The 
plaintiff had no actual knowledge of the said mortgage, and we think 
it was the duty of Herndon to inform him of its existence. He was not 
a mere silent bystander, but a particrpant in the entire transaction, and 
as the property was insufficient to secure the claims of both, it was in- 
consistent with good faith and fair dealing that he should have 
encouraged the plaintiff by his silence to part with his existing (240) 
security. The plaintiff had a right to infer from the conduct of 
Herndon that he at least had no. claim which would necessarily or prob- 
ably impair the security which was then being substituted, at his in- 
stance, for the plaintiff’s prior lien. This brings the case within the 
principles declared in the passages we have extracted from Herman, and 
Mason v. Williams, supra, which are abuncentty sustained by our own. 
decisions, as well as other authorities. 

Affirmed. 


Oited: Shattuck v. Cauley, 119 N. C., 295; Bank v. Bank, 138 N. C., 
472; Debnam v. Watkins, 178 N. C., 242. 
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TOWN OF DURHAM v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD 
COMPANY ET At, 


dope Dede CoA ites of J udgment Below. 


Where an appeal has oe pending for several years, and this Court is evenly 
divided (one of the Judges not sitting), the uniform practice of appellate . 
courts in such cases will be followed, and the judgment below will be 
affirmed and the appellant Roauene to pay the costs. 


Action, heard batons Winston, J., at September Term, 1891 of CHar- 
HAM, 
From the ‘donor both parties appealed. 


Batchelor & Devereux, T. B. Womack, W. W. Fuller and J. 8. Man- 
ning for plainteff. | 

D. Schenck, fF. H. Busbee, W. A. Guthrie, J. W. Graham and John 
Manning for defendants. 


Crarx, J. In this case both the plaintiff and defendants appealed. 
Mr. Justice Burwell did not sit, and the Court is evenly divided. The 
appeals have now been standing on this docket four terms. Under 
(241) these circumstances, following the uniform practice of appellate 
courts in such cases, the judgment below stands, not as a prece- 
dent, but as the decision in this case. Marshall, C.J., in Etting v. Bank, 
11 Wheat., 59; Taney, C. J., in Benton v. Woolsey, 12 Pet.,.27, and in 
Holmes v. Jenson, 14 Peters, 540; Washington v. Stewart, 3 Howard,. 
413, 424; Chase, C. J., in Reeside v. Reeside, 8 Wall., 302; Durant v. 
Essex Co., 8 Allen (Mass.), 103; 85 American Dec., 685. The appel- 
lants will respectively pay the costs, each in their own appeal. 
Plaintiff’s appeal affirmed. 
Defendants’ appeal affirmed. 


Cited: Whichard v. R. R., 117 N. C., 615; Puryear v. Lynch, 121 


N. C., 256; Bank v. Burlington, 124 N. C., 252; Boone v. Peebles, 126 
N. C., 825; Miller v. Bank, 176 N. C., 159. 
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RALEIGH AND WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY v. THE GLENDON AND 
GULF MINING AND MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


Forewn Will—Probate—Certificate, Suffictency of —Attestation Clause. 


1. The certificate of probate of a will executed in another State, disposing of 
real estate in this State, is defective which does not show affirmatively 
that the will was executed according to the laws of this State, ie., writ- 

- ten in the testator’s lifetime, and signed by him or some other person in 
his presence and by his direction, and subscribed in his presence by two 
witnesses at least, no one of whom shall be interested in the devise, etc. 


2. The mere recitation in the attestation clause of a will that it was signed in 
the presence of two witnesses, ete., is not affirmative evidence. ; 


Action, tried at September Term, 1893, of Caarnam, before Brown, J. 

The right of plaintiff to recover was admitted to depend, among other, 
questions, upon the sufficiency of the probate of the will of Oliver 
Ditson, an exemplification of which was recorded in Chatham (242) . 
County, to pass the land in dispute. | 

The attestation clause of the will and the probate j in Massachusetts 
were as follows: | 


“Signed, sealed and published and declared by the aforesaid testator 
as and for his last will and testament, in the presence of us, who at his re- 
quest, in his presence, and in the presence of each other, have prescribed 
our names as witnesses hereto. 

“Oris Norcross, 
“Epwin Hownanp, — 
“GREENVILLE Noroross.” 


“At a probate court holden at Boston, in and for said county of Suf- 
folk, on 14 January, 1889, on the petition of Charles H. Ditson, of the 
city, county and State of New York, Reuben E. Demmon and Charles F. 
Smith, both of said Boston, praying that the instrument therewith 
presented, purporting to be the last will and testament of Oliver Ditson, 
late of said Boston, deceased, may be proved and allowed, and letters 
testamentary issued to them, the executors therein named, ‘without giv- 
ing a surety or sureties on their official bonds; and the heirs-at-law, 
next of kin and all other persons interested hegne been duly notified, 
according to the order of court, to appear and show cause, if any they 
have, against the same; and no party objecting thereto, and it appear- 
ing that the said instrument is the last will and testament of said de- 
ceased, and was legally executed, and that the said testator was at the 
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time of making the same of full age and sound mind, and that said pe- 


_ titioners are competent persons to be appointed to said trust: It is, 


therefore, decreed that said instrument be proved, approved and allowed 
as the last will and testament of said deceased, and letters testamentary 
be issued to said petitioners, they first giving bond without sureties for 
the due performance of said trust. 

“Joun W. McKiny, Judge of Probate Court. . 


His Honor intimating an opinion that the probate of the will 

(243) did not show affirmatively that it was executed according to the 

requirements of the laws of North Carolina, the plaintiff sub- 
mitted to a nonsuit and appealed.- | 


Batchelor & Devereux and T. B. Womack for plaintiff. 
W. A. Guthrie and H. A. London for defendant. — 


Avery, J. The right of plaintiff to recover was dependent upon the 
competency of the will of Oliver Ditson, which constituted an essential 
link in its chain of title. The court intimated the opinion that the 
probate was defective, in that it failed to show affirmatively that the 
will was executed in accordance with the statutes (The Code, secs, 2136 
and 2156). The first of the sections referred to requires, in explicit 
and mandatory terms, that “no will or testament shall be good or suffi- - 
cient in law to convey or give any estate, real or personal, unless such 
will shall have been written in the testator’s lifetime and signed by him, » 
or some other person in his presence and by his direction, and sub- 
scribed in his presence by two witnesses at least, no one of whom shall 
be interested in the devise or bequest, except as hereinafter provided.” 
The subsequent section (2156), as amended by the Act of 1885, ch. 398, 
allows a properly authenticated copy of a will proved in another State 
to be recorded in this State, but provides that “when such will contains 
any devise or disposition of real estate in this State, such devise or dis- 
position shall not have any validity or operation unless the will is exe- 
cuted according to the laws of this State, and that fact must appear 
affirmatively 1 in the certified probate or exemplification of the will.” 

Tt is essential to the sufficiency of a will to pass the property, the 
title to which is in dispute, that it shall be subscribed in the presence 

of the testator by two witnesses at least. Prior to 1 January, 
(244) 1856, the fact of subscription by both witnesses could be shown, 
on proof i in common form, by one of them. Jenkins v. J enkins, 
96 N. C., 254; Moody v. Johnson, 112 N. C., 798. But since that date 
it must appear that at least two of the witenses: if living, were ex- 
amined, or, if one has died, the living witness must testify, not only to 
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the handwriting of the dead witness, but to his subscription, as well as 
his own, in the presence of the testator. In re Thomas, 111 N. C., 409. 
Such is the proof prerequisite to sufficiency, where the original record 
is made in this State. But where a certified copy from another State has 
been recorded, we are met by the further plain provision of the statute 
that the fact of subscribing by at least two witnesses must appear affirma- 
tively “in the certified probate or exemplification of the will.” The 
Code, sec. 2156. The mere recitation in the attestation clause is not 
affirmative evidence. 

It is not necessary to discuss or pass upon the other questions raised 
by the intimations of the judge, the proof of the paper-writing purport- 
ing to be the will of Ditson being defective. The judgment of the court 
below is 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Davis v. Blevins, 123 N. C., 383; McEwan v. Bivins: 176 
N. C., 251. 


(245) 


TRINITY COLLEGE v. THE TRAVELERS INSURANCE COMPANY 
OF HARTFORD. 


Insurable Interest—Wagering Contract. 


1. An insurable interest in the life of another is such an interest arising from 
the relation of the party obtaining the insurance, either as creditor of or 
surety for the assured, or from ties of blood or marriage to him, as will 
justify a. reasonable expectation of an advantage of benefit from the con- 
tinuance of his life. - | a 

2. Except in cases where there are ties of blood or marriage, the expectation 

of an advantage from the continuance of the life of the insured, in order 
to be reasonable, must be founded in the existence of some contracts be- 
tween the person whose life is insured and the beneficiary, the fulfillment 
of which the death will prevent; and when this contractual relation does 
not exist, and there are no ties of blood or marriage, an insurance policy 
becomes what the Jaw denominates a wagering contract, and hence illegal 
and void, no matter what good object the Dares may really have in view; 

- therefore, 
3. A policy of insurance issued on the life of a member of a religious organi- 
‘gation, for the benefit of an institution deriving its patronage and support | 
mainly from the members of such religious organization, is moldy 


Action, heard on complaint and demurrer before Brown, J., at Octo- 


ber Term, 1893, of DurHam. 
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The complaint was as follows: 

“1, That plaintiff is a religious corporation, located at Durham, 
N. C., and controlled by the Methodist Episcopal Church (South) of 
North Carolina. 

“2. That defendant is a corporation organized and doing business 
under the laws of the State of Connecticut. 

“3. That on 23 August, 1893, Edward Samuel Sheppe, of Durham, 
county of Durham, State of North Carolina, applied to said defendant 
for a policy of life insurance for $1,250 upon his own life, for the benefit 
as in said application expressed, of ‘Trinity College, Durham, N.C. 
a religious corporation, sustained and controlled by the Methodist Epis- 
_ copal Church (South) of North Carolina, of which church applicant 
is a member’; and that thereafter, to wit on 5 September, 1893, said 
plaintiff having paid the premium demanded therefor by said defendant, 
said defendant, in consideration of such premium and the application 
therefor by said Sheppe, issued and delivered to plaintiff its policy No. 
75,658, by which it insured the life of said Sheppe for the sum of 

$1,250, payable upon acceptance by said company of satisfactory 
(246) proof of his death, as therein expressed, to ‘Trinity College, of 

Durham, N. C., a religiouse corporation, sustained and controlled 
by the Methodist Episcopal Church (South) of North Carolina, of 
which church the said E. 8. Sheppe is a member.’ ” | 

(Paragraphs 4 and 5 relate to the agreement of the company to pay 
the cash-surrender value, etc., the surrender of the policy, and demand 
for the payment of such cash-surrender value.) 

“§, That at the time of said application and at the date of issue of 
said policy said Sheppe was, and he is now, a member of said Methodist 
Episcopal Church (South) of North Carolina in good and regular 
standing. 

“7, That said plaintiff is supported and ararntainsd by voluntary 
contributions, gifts, bequests and devises from members of said church, 
and by yearly assessments levied by the conferences of said church upon 
the various churches composing such conferences, which are paid by 
the members of said churches, and that but for such contributions, gifts, 
bequests, devises. and assessments said plaintiff would fail of that sup- 
port which is necessary to its useful existence. 

“Wherefore, plaintiff demands judgment that it recover of said de- 
fendant the sum of $275, with interest, etc.” 


The demurrer was as follows: : 

“The defendant demurs to the complaint filed in this action, and as- 
signs as grounds for demurrer that the said Sonn does not state 
facts constituting a cause of action: 
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“1, For that 1t appears in said complaint that the plaintiff corpora- 
tion, Trinity College, has no insurable interest in the life of the as- 
sured, E. S. Sheppe, and that the said corporation has paid to the de- 
fendant all the premiums that have been paid on said policy of in- 
surance. 

“2. For that it appears in said complaint that the contract of insur- 
ance sued upon was but a wagering contract entered into by the said 
plaintiff and defendant, the said plaintiff having, at the time the said 
contract was entered into, and still having, no interest in the 
continuance of the life of the assured, E. S. Sheppe, and said (247) 
contract being such a wagering contract, is against public policy 
and cannot be enforced. © | 

“3. For that while it appears in said complaint that the assured, 
' E. S. Sheppe, filed application for the policy of insurance, it appears 
that the plaintiff paid the premiums and was the real party in making 
said wagering contract, and therefore cannot be permitted to recover 
on it. 

“4. For that it appears in the complaint that the contract of insur- 
ance provided for the payment of the cash surrender value upon the legal 
surrender of the policy, and it appears that the attempted and alleged 
surrender was made by the plaintiff only, and during the lifetime of the 
assured, which attempted and auceee surrender was not legal, the as- 
sured not joining in it. 7 

“Wherefore, defendant demands judgment that the said ent | 
does not state facts constituting a cause of action, and that it go without 
day and recover its costs.” 

His Honor sustained the demurrer and dismissed the action, and 
plaintiff appealed. 


Fuller & Puller for plaintiff. 
Boone & Parker for defendant. 


Burwet., J. It is said in May Insurance, sec. 102 a, that “to have 
an insurable interest in the life of another one must be a creditor or 
surety, or be so related by ties of blood or marriage as to have reason- 
able anticipation of advantage from his life,” and that an insurable 
interest in the life of another is “such an interest arising from the re- 
lation of the party obtaining the insurance, either as creditor of or 
surety for the assured, or from ties of blood or marriage to him as will 
justify a reasonable expectation of advantage or benefit from the con- 
tinuance of his life.” 

Accepting these definitions as those which are to be deduced 
from all the adjudged cases, and leaving out of consideration (248) 
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those cases in which the fact that there was an insurable interest 
was dependent upon the existence of ties of blood or marriage, we find 
that this author asserts substantially that in cases where there exists 
no ties of blood or marriage, one can have an insurable interest in the 
life of another only when he is the creditor of or the surety for the 
assured. Under certain conditions a partner has an insurable interest 
in the life of his copartner. Insurance Co. v. Luchs, 108 U. S., 498. So 
one who is interested pecuniarily in the future earnings of another un- 
der a contract with him has an insurable interest in his life. Bazan »v. 
Insurance Co., 23 Conn., 244. These instances and others that might 
be mentioned seem to show that, except in cases where there are ties of 
blood or marriage, the expectation of advantage from the continuance 
of the life insured, in order to be reasonable, as the law counts reason- 
ableness, must be founded in the existence of some contracts between 
the person whose life is insured and the beneficiary, the fulfillment of 
which the death will prevent—it must appear that by the death there 
may come damage which can be estimated under some rule of law, for 
which loss or damage the insurance company. has undertaken to in- 
demnify the beneficiary under its policy. When this contractual re- 
lation does not exist and there are no ties of blood or marriage, an in- 
surance policy becomes what the law denominates a wagering contract, 
and under its rules, made and enforced in the interest of the best public 
policy, all such contracts must be declared illegal and void, no matter 
' what good object the parties may really have in view. The end will not, 
in the eye of the law, justify the means. 

No error. | Affirmed. 


Cited: Albert v. Ins. Co., 122 N. C., 94; Powell v. Dewey, 123 N. C., 
105; Hinton v. Ins. Co., 185 N. C., 321; Victor v. Mills, 148 N. C., 116; 
Hardy v. Ins. Co., 152 N. C., 291. 


(249 ) 
: CG. ISLEY v. JOHN BOON anp WIFE. 


Service of Summons—Return of Officer—Jurisdiction—Judgment— 
| Collateral Attack. 


1. The word “executed” in the return of a process ex vi termini carries with 
it the idea of a full performance of all that the law requires ; therefore, 

2. A return on a summons “Executed by delivering a copy to J. B. and wife, R. 

Fees, sixty cents,” necessarily implies .a delivery to each of the two, 
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3. Where, in an action to recover land, the defendant disputes plaintiff’s title 
upon the ground that the summons in a special proceeding, under a decree 
in which plaintiff had purchased the land and to which plaintiff was not 
a party, had not been served upon the defendant, who was a defendant 
in such special proceedings: Held, (1) that the trial judge erred in hold- 
ing that the return on the summons in such special proceedings was only 
prima facie evidence of service and could be rebutted by showing that in 
fact no such service was made; (2) that even if the service of the sum- 
mons had been apparently irregular, the judgment in such special proceed- 
ings could not be collaterally attacked in the action at bar. 


‘Action for the recovery of land, heard before Bryan, J., and a jury, 
at March Term, 1893, of ALamaNce. 

Plaintiff appealed, 

The pertinent facts are set out in the opinion of Chief Justice Shep- 
herd. 


LL. M. Scott, J. HE. Boyd and C. H. McLean for plaintiff. 
J.T, Morehead and W. P. Bynum, Jr., for defendants. 


SuzpueErD, ©. J. The plaintiff claims the land in controversy through 
one John Ireland, who purchased the same at a sale made by E. S. 
Parker, administrator of Samuel Adams, pursuant to a 
decree in a special proceeding granting to the said administra- (250): 
tor license to sell the land of said Adams for the purpose of | 
creating assets to pay the indebtedness of his intestate. The plaintiff 
introduced a part of the record in the said proceedings and, under a 
ruling in this case on a former appeal (Isley v. Boon, 109 N. C., 555), 
was permitted to prove by parol evidence such other parts thereof as 
were lost and could not, after proper and diligent search, be found in 
their legal depository. That part of the record which had not been lost 
consisted of a summons dated 27 November, 1875, which was returned 
under the signature of the sheriff in these words: “Executed by de- 
livering a copy to John Boon and wife Rowena. Fees, sixty cents.” 
The docket of the clerk was also introduced, which showed the following 
entries: “Summons issued 27 November, 1875. Summons executed.” 

The defendant Rowena, who is an heir of the said Samuel Adams, 
contends that it does not appear from said return that she was properly 
served, and she insists that she can in this action collaterally attack the 
decree in the special proceeding and thus defeat the title of the plaintiff, 
who, as we have stated, claims under John Ireland, who was not a party 
to the said proceeding, and does not appear to have had any notice of © 
the alleged absence of service on the said Rowena. 

Tt was undoubtedly necessary, in order to confer jurisdiction, that the 


summons should have been served, and at the time of the commence-_ - 
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ment of the above-mentioned proceeding the method of service was by 
the delivery of a copy of the summons to the defendant personally. Bat. 
Rev., ch. 17, sec. 82. The courts have been very liberal in construing 
the returns of sheriffs, and in Alabama it was held that the word “exe- 
cuted” was sufficient, the court saying that the word itself implies that 
the writ has been executed according to law. Mayfield v. Allen, 1 Minor, © 
274, The like ruling has been made it Virginia and Kentucky, the 
courts holding “that the word ‘executed’ ex vz termine carries with it 
| the idea of a full performance of all that the law requires.” Com- - 
(251) missioners v. Murray, 2 Vir. Cases, 504; Bridgers v. Ridgley, 2 
Litt (Ky.), 395. This principle is of very general application, 
- except in those States where, by statute, alternative modes of serving 
process have been adopted in which instances a much more stringent 
doctrine is held, and it is required that the return must show not only 
that the process "has been served, but which one of two or more statutory 
modes of bringing a defendant before the court has been adopted by the 
officer. It was in reference to provisions of this nature that some of the 
cases cited by defendant’s counsel were decided. In this State there 
was but one mode of service provided by law, and the principle referred 
to has been explicitly recognized by the court in Strayhorn v. Blalock, 
92 N. C., 292. At that time the statute required that the summons 
should be served by reading the same to the defendant (The Code, sec. 
214), and the court held that the return of the summons with the in- 
dorsement, “served,” implied that the officer had fully discharged his 
official duty by reading the summons to the defendant. Of course, 
where the officer undertakes to set forth the manner of service, and it 
appears that he has not complied with the requirements of the law, the 
force of such implication is entirely destroyed, but unless the return 
shows a repugnancy that cannot be harmonized the principle applies 
- with unimpaired vigor. The return before us states that the summons 
was executed by delivering a copy to the said Boon and wife, and we see 
nothing unreasonable in holding that this language is not inconsistent 
with the idea that he delivered to each of them a copy. None of the 
eases cited by counsel, so far as we have been able to examine them, 
goes to the extent of deciding that such a return is void and therefore 
may be attacked collaterally. The returns in those cases were either set 
aside upon direct proceedings, or were attacked in proceedings to enforce 
the judgment against the parties, or upon plea in abatement. 
(252) Thus, in Versepuy v. Watson, 12 R. I., 342, the defendants, 1 in . 
an action of assumpsit, pleaded in abatement that, in fact, but 
one copy was left at the “usual place of abode,” and that the officer said 
it was a copy for one of the defendants only. The court held that such 
a plea would be good if established. So, in Bugbee v. Thompson, 41 
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N. H., 183, the plea was also in abatement, and it will appear upon ex- 
amination that in none of the cases cited, either from this or other 
States, has language similar to this received the construction contended 
for by the defendant. Certainly the fact that the sheriff received only 
sixty cents for making the service cannot be permitted to overcome the 
legal implication of the word “executed,” when, as we have seen, it is 
entirely consistent with the words that follow. 

Whatever doubt, however, that might exist upon the construction of 
the return must variah before the authority of McDonald v. Carson, 
94 N. C., 497. In that case a notice was issued to three parties, and the 
return was “executed by delivering a copy.” The language is identi- 
cally the same as that in the present return, except the latter is per- 
haps stronger by the addition of the “to John Boon and wife, Rowena.” 
The court said that the “term used in the return, ‘executed by delivering 
a copy,” necessarily implies a delivery to each of those to whom the 
notice is addressed, as, otherwise, it would be but a partial and uncom- 
pleted service. Such also seems to have been the view of his Honor, 
but he committed an error in holding that the return was, in this ac- 
tion, only prima facie evidence of the service, and could be rebutted by 
showing that, in fact, no such service was made. Even if the service 
had been apparently irregular, the judgment could not be collaterally 
attacked in this action. Sumner v. Sessoms, 94 N. C., 371; Doyle v. 
Brown, 72 N. C., 398, and numerous other decisions in our Reports. 
See, also, 1 Black Judgments, 263, and. 1 Freeman Judgments, 126. 

Seeing the force of this position, the intelligent counsel of 
the defendant insisted that the decree in the special proceeding (2538) 
was absolutely void by reason of the insufficiency of the service, 
as indicated by the return of the sheriff. This is untenable, in view of 
our conclusion that the construction contended for should not be placed 
‘upon the said return. 

It is unnecessary to review in detail the great number of cases cited 
on the argument. It is sufficient to say that we can find nothing in 
them which conflicts with the views we have taken 1 in arriving at the 
conclusion that there should be a 
New trial. 


Cited: Comrs. v. Spencer, 174 N. C., 37. 
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C. C. WOODY v. ERNEST JONES. © 


Mortgage—Sale of Mortgaged Property—Statute of Limitations—Tax 
. Sale of Morigaged Property. 


1. When the mortgagor of property is left in possession he or his vendee holds 
it for the mortgagee, and his possession does not become adverse so as to 
_ set the statute of limitations in motion until condition broken. 


2. Registration is notice to the world of the lien of a mortgage. 


3. Where a mortgage was duly recorded in. the proper county, the fact that the 
mortgagor, in whose possession the property remained, took it out of the 
State and sold it there does not start the running of the statute against 
the mortgagee or his assignee. 


4, A mortgage on property being duly registered, the legal title passes to the 
mortgagee, and a levy and sale of the property to satisfy taxes due by the 
mortgagor do not carry the title to the purchaser divested of the lien of 
the mortgage. | 


Apprat from a justice of the peace, heard at August Term, 1893, of 
Prrson, before Brown, J., a Jury trial being waived, and the only plea 
set up being the statute of limitations. 

The action was begun 29 March, 1893, for the recovery of the 

(254) possession of a horse, which was admitted to be worth less than 

fifty dollars, thus giving jurisdiction to the justice. This horse 

was the property of Isaac Wilson, who on 3 December, 1886, conveyed 

it by chattel mortgage to John 'P. Woody, who assigned the note and 

mortgage to plaintiff on 2 January, 1889. The mortgage was duly 

registered in Person County on 15 April, 1887, and nothing has ever 
been paid upon the mortgage debt. 

The defendant purchased the horse in Halifax, Virginia, from Isaac 
Wilson, the mortgagor, in the fall of 1889, for full value. At the time 
of the purchase the defendant was a resident of Person County, N. C., 
and has had the horse in his possession in said county ever since said 
purchase by him, except that the horse was seized by the sheriff of 
Person County in July, 1890, for Isaac Wilson’s taxes for 1889 and 
sold and purchased by the defendant for $7.20. The said taxes were the 
general taxes of said Wilson, who was also a citizen and resident of 
Person County, and not a specific tax upon the horse. The defendant 
had no actual notice of the mortgage. 

The court below held that the defendant aa notice by registration ; 
that there was no evidence of a demand, or that plaintiff knew of de- 
fendant’s possession; that defendant’s possession was not adverse, or at 
least did not become so, until the public seizure and sale in July, 1890, 
and the only question being raised by the plea of the statute of limita- 
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tions, that the action is not barred. There was judgment for the plain- 
tiff, and defendant appealed. 


J. W. Graham and V. 8S. Bryant for plaintcff. 
W. W. Kitchin and Boone & Parker for defendant. 


MacRagz, J. We concur with his Honor in his conclusion that upon 
the facts of this case the action is not barred by the statute of 
limitations. The defendant has had possession of the horse for (255) 
about four years. At the time when he acquired possession the 
mortgage had been registered in the county of Person, where all parties 
to the sale resided, and the registration was notice to the world of the 
-hen of the mortgagee. Parker v. Banks, 79 N. C., 480. The fact that 
the sale and delivery by mortgagor to defendant was in Virginia cannot 
affect the rights of the mortgagor or his assignee, the plaintiff. Horn- 
thall v. Burwell, 109 N. C., 10. 

When the mortgagor is jee in possession he holds it for the mort- 
gagee, and his possession does not become adverse until condition 
broken. An action for the foreclosure where the mortgagor has been in 
possession of the property must be brought within ten years after for- 
feiture. The Code, sec. 152 (3). A purchase from the mortgagor, the 
-mortgage being registered, is not colorable title: Parker v. Bank, supra. 

“The rule is that the mortgagor and his vendee hold in subordination 
to the title of the mortgagee, not adversely to him; and the statute of 
limitations does not run, even after the law-day is past, as in favor of 
the mortgagor or his vendee, without some overt act throwing off allegi- 
ance.” Wood on Limitations, 446. 

The defendant claims also by virtue of the sale by the sheriff to satisfy 
the tax list which he had in his hands against Isaac Wilson, the mort- 
gagor, but the legal title, by virtue of the mortgage, had passed out of 
said Wilson, and was not subject to levy, or in any event the property 
passed subject to the rights of the mortgagee. 

While the plaintiff is entitled to the possession, the defendant may 
still discharge the mortgage debt and regain possession of the horse, if 
he so desire. 

Judgment affirmed. 


« 


Cited: Powell v. Sikes, 119 N. C., 232; Woodlhef v. Wester, 136 
N. C., 167. 
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(256) | 
J. H. LONG, Truster, v. J. A. CREWS ET AL. 


Acknowledgment of Deed—Officer’ Disqualified by Intorest—I nvalid 
Probate and Registration—LHvidence. 


41. An acknowledgment of a deed taken before a justice of the peace, commis- 
sioner, or notary public is a judicial or, at least, a quasi judicial act, and 
if such officer is not authorized to take it, the probate upon it by the clerk 
and registration are invalid as against creditors and purchasers, 


2. An officer who is interested in a deed, either as a party, trustee, or cestui 
que trust, is disqualified to take acknowledgment of its execution; there- 
fore, 

‘3. Where a notary public was interested in a deed of trust as a preferred 
creditor therein he was disqualified to take the acknowledgment, and his 
attempted action was a nullity, and such defect could not be cured by 
probate upon such acknowledgment before the clerk and registration. 


Action, tried at July Term, 1893, of Granvitzz, before Brown, J. 

The following issues were framed : 

“1. Is the plaintiff the owner and entitled to the possession of the 
‘property described in the complaint ?” 

— 9, What damage has the plaintiff sustained by the unlawful taking 
of the said property by defendants, or either of them?” 

The plaintiff offered the following evidence: 

A deed from R. H. McGuire and wife to J. H. Long, trustee, 28 
“November, 1892; recorded in Book 47, page 290. 

It was adiiitted that B. S. Royster, who probated this deed as 
notary public, was the same B. S. Royster who was a preferred creditor 
‘for $272, and who was also named as attorney and preferred for $100 
‘in said deed. 

No notarial seal was copied in the record book. The original deed 

was not offered. Upon objection by the defendants the said deed 
(257) in trust appearing upon the registration book was excluded, and 

the plaintiff excepted. Upon this ruling of the court, the plaintiff 
submitted to a nonsuit and appealed, offering no other evidence. 


Batchelor & Devereux, Graham, Royster & Edwards for plaintiff. 
Strong & Strong for defendants. 


Gans, J. In this State it is settled law that an acknowledgment of 
a deed by the husband and privy examination of the wife taken before 
_a justice of the peace, commissioner or notary, is a judicial, or at least 
@ quasi judicial act, and if such officer is not authorized to take it, the 


188 


N. C.] SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


LONG v. CREWS. 


probate upon it by the clerk and registration is invalid as against eredi- 
tors and purchasers. This was laid down by Pearson, J., in the leading 
ease of Decourcy v. Barr, 45 N. C., 181, in which a commissioner of 
deeds for this State in another State took the examination of a resident 
of this State temporarily absent from it. The probate and registration, 
based upon said defective acknowledgment, were held invalid. Though 
the statute in this special particular was changed by The Code, sec. 632 
(Buggy Co. v. Pegram, 102 N. C., 540), the principle has been since — 
followed in Z'odd v. Outlaw, 79 N. C., 285; Duke v. Markham, 105 
N. C., 1381, and many other cases. In Ferebee v. Hinton, 102 N. C., 
99, it was held by Shepherd, J., that an acknowledgment before a clerk 
of the county where the land lay, taken outside of the State, rendered 
the registration invalid. The registration upon an acknowledgment 
before an officer not authorized to take it, is not even notice to creditors 
and subsequent purchasers. fobinson v. Willoughby, 70 N. C., 358; 
Smith v. Castria, 27-N. ©., 518. And there are other cases. The pa 
tiff relied on Darden v. Steamboat Co., 107 N. C., 487, and Perry v. 
Bragg, 111 N. C., 159. In the first, the head-note is misleading, unless 
carefully read, for the case shows that the deeds were in fact 
acknowledged in the county where the grantors resided. In the (258) 
latter, the point was taken that the deed was improperly ac- 
knowledged before the clerk of Franklin, when the grantor resided in . 
Granville, but it did not appear in the facts agreed that the land might 
not be situated in ‘Franklin, and the case went off on other points. 
_ It is true these were all cases where the registration and probate were 
‘Insufficient because the acknowledgment was made before an officer, 
by reason of his locality, not authorized or acting outside of his local | 
jurisdiction, and the ruling is sustained by ample authority elsewhere. 
1 Am. and Eng. Enc., 146, note 2, and 1 Devlin on Deeds, sections 487 
and 488, with cases cited. The curative acts (1889, ch. 252, and 1898, 
ch. 293) are legislative recognitions of the prior defect of jurisdiction in 
taking acknowledgments. But exactly the same principle still applies 
where the officer taking the acknowledgment is disqualified, not (as 
above) by not acting within the authorized locality, but by reason of his 
interest in the deed, either as party, trustee or cestui que trust. 1 Dev- 
lin Deeds, sec. 476, and cases there cited. In both cases alike the ac- 
knowledgment is taken, so to speak, coram non judice, and cannot au- 
thorize probate by the clerk and registration. Beaman v. Whitney, 20 
Me., 413; Groesbeck v.. Seely, 18 Mich., 329; Davis v. Beasley, 75 Va., 
491; Bowden v. Parrish, 86 Va., 67; Brown v. Moore, 38 Texas, 645; 
Wasson v. Connor, 54 Miss., 351; Withers v. Baird, 32 Am. Dec., 754, 
and notes; 1 Am. and Eng. Enc., 145, n. 6; 16 A. & E. Ene, 775. The 
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Act of 1885, ch. 147, places deeds on the same footing as to registration 
as mortgages and deeds of trust were on under The Code, sec. 1254. 
The attempted acknowledgment of the deed in trust before a notary 
public, who was a preferred creditor therein, was before an officer dis- 
qualified to act, and hence a nullity. It could not be cured by probate 
upon such acknowledgment before the clerk and registration. 
(259) White v. Connelly, 105 N. C., 65; Freeman v. Person, 106 N.C., 
251. The deed was properly excluded. 
No error. 


Cited: Ousnnerly v. Quinnerly, 114 N..C., 147; Barrett v. Barrett, 
120 N. C., 180; Bernhardt v. Brown, 122 N. 6. 591; McAllister v. Pur-— 
cell, 124 N. C., 264; Blanton v. Bostec, 126 N. C. 491; Land Co. v. 
Jennett, 128 N. >, 4; Martin v. Buffaloe, 2b., 308: Lance v. Taanter, 
137 N. C., 250; Smith v. Lumber Co., 144 N. C., 48 - Wood v. Lewey, 
153 N.C., 405; Holmes v. Carr, 163 N. C., 123; S. v. Knight, 169 N: C., 
339; Bank v. Redwine, 171 N. C., 571. . 


T. N. HILDE er at. v. GLENDON AND GULF MINING AND 
MANUFACTURING COMPANY. 


* 


Railroad Right-of-Way—Condemnation Proceedings—Parties—Rights 
of Tenant in Common—Failure to Agree on Compensation. 


1. In a proceeding for the condemnation of land for the right of way for a 
railroad: the petition, whether filed by an answer or by the company, 
should state the names of all persons interested, and all of them should 
be in court before the commissioners are appointed. 

2. Where the petition in a proceeding for assessment of damages for the. 
right of way of a railroad enumerates the various owners of the land, and 
such owners voluntarily came in and made themselves parties, a demurrer 
by the defendant company that there was a defect of parties when the 
petition was first filed is untenable. 

8. The fact that a cotenant of land has granted a right of way to a railroad 
company will not prevent another owner from instituting proceedings for 
the assessment of damages sustained by him, nor will such fact prevent 
the cotenant, who has made such grant, from becoming a party to the 
proceedings, and having his rights adjusted thereunder, upon a claim that 
the company had forfeited its right under the grant by failure to comply 
with the conditions thereof, and this, although such forfeiture did not 
occur until after the petition was first filed by his cotenant. 4 


4. It is not necessary that the petition filed by a landowner. in proceedings 
for the assessment of damages for land taken by a railroad company for 
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right of way shall state that the petitioners and the company have failed 

~ to come to an agreement as to the sum to be paid, such averment being 
necessary only when the railroad company is the actor in such pro- 
ceedings, 


Tus was a special proceeding, instituted before the discs of CHATHAM, 
by Thomas N. Hill and his infant children, owners of one-fourth of the 
tract of land in said county, known as “LaGrange,” to have 
damages assessed for the petitioners against the defendant for (260) 
the taking of their interest in the part of said land by defendant 
for right of way for its railroad, and heard at chambers 1 in Durham 31 
March, 1893, before Bryan, J. 

John Manning and wife and M. A. Southerland, who together own 
three-fourths of the land, came into court and made themselves parties 
to the proceeding, and claim that they were entitled to damages or com- 
pensation from the defendant, for the reason, as they allege, that the 
grant of a right of way over the land which they had made to the de- 
fendant had become null and void, the defendant having agreed that it 
should be void if the road was not constructed within two years from 
date of the grant, and this has not been done. The period of two years 
had not elapsed when the original petition was filed, but had elapsed 
when they made themselves parties. 

The defendant filed a demurrer, which was sustained by the clerk. 
An appeal was taken. His Honor heard the appeal and overruled the 
demurrer, and the defendant appealed. The demurrer was. as follows: 

“The defendant demurs to the original complaint (or petition) filed 
in this proceeding by the petitioner, Thomas N. Hill, and his children 
and copetitioners with him, and specifies the following objections 
. thereto, to wit: 

“1, For that it appears from the face of said complaint (or petition) 
that there is a defect of parties, in that John Manning and his wife 
Louisa J. Manning, M. A. Southerland and A. P. Gilbert are not joined, 
either as plaintiffs or defendants. | 

“2. For that the said complaint (or petition) does not state facts 
sufficient to constitute a cause of action, in that the said complaint al- 
leges a conveyance by petitioners, cotenants in common, to-the defend- 
ant, of the right of way for its railroad through the land described in the 
complaint, and does set forth therein and thereby a legal justification 
for the alleged action of the defendant. | 

_ “3, For that said complaint (or petition) does not set forth, 
as is provided in sections 1698 and 1699, chapter 38, and in sec- (261) 
tions 1943 and 1944, chapter 49 of The Code, daabiaty of plain- | 
tiffs (or petitioners) to ‘agree’ with defendant for the purchase of the i 
right of way in question, nor any effort to ‘agree’ about it.” 
1138—15 © 191 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [113 


Hint v. MINING Co. 


And the defendant excepting to all orders of the court allowing in- 
terpleading prior to service of process or return day for defendant’s 
appearance in this proceeding, demurs to the aforesaid complaint (or 
petition) as adopted by A. P. Gilbert, on the grounds: 

“1. For that, at the date of said A. P. Gilbert’s interplea, there was 
still a defect of parties, in that said John Manning and wife, Louisa J. 
Manning and M. A. Southerland were not joined as parties, either plain- 
tiff or defendant. 

“9. For that, as to said A. P. Gilbert, the complaint does not state 
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action in his favor, in that said 
complaint (or petition) alleges a conveyance to the defendant by the les- 
sors of said Gilbert of the right of way for its railroad through the land 
described in the complaint, and does set forth therein and thereby a legal 
justification for the alleged action of the defendant. 

“3. For that it is a misjoinder of causes of action to unite in the 
same proceeding the alleged cause of action of said A. P. Gilbert with 
that of his coplaintiffs as against this defendant. 

“4, For that the complaint does not state the unexpired term of said 
Gilbert’s alleged lease. 

“5. For that the said Gilbert’s interplea adopting the original com- 
plaint does not state inability to ‘agree,’ or any effort to ‘agree,’ with 
defendant about the value of his alleged interest in the right of way 
in question, as is provided in sections 1698, 1699, 1948 and 1944 of The 
Code. 

“And the defendant, excepting to all orders of the court allowing i in- 

terpleading by J ohn Manning and wife and M. A. Southerland, 
(262) demurs to the original complaint (or petition) as affected by the 

interplea of said John Manning and wife and M. A. Southerland 
as a misjoinder of cause of action, in that the alleged cause of action 
of the original petitioners, Thomas N. Hill and his children, accrued 
prior to 23 December, 1892 (the date of the commencement of this 
proceeding), and the alleged cause of action of said John Manning and 
his wife, Louisa J. Manning, and M. A. Southerland accrued (if at all) | 
subsequent to said 23 December, 1892, viz, not until after 7 March, 
18938. 

“2. For that the alleged etoiids of the interplea of said John Man- 
ning and his wife, Louisa J. Manning, and M. A. Southerland constitute 
(if at all) a new cause of action, arising or accruing since 23 December, 
1892, the date of the commencement of this action. 

“3. For that it appears from the face of. the interplea of said John | 
Manning and his wife, Louisa J. Manning, and M. A. Southerland, that 
under the deeds set forth as exhibits, as annexed thereto, the entry on the 
lands therein described, and excavations made and embankments erected, _ 
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etc., therein prior to 7 March, 1893, were justified. thereby, and said 
John Manning and wife, Louisa J. Manning, and M. A. Southerland are 
. thereby estopped to claim damages therefor; and article 5 of said inter- 
plea does not allege an entry, etc., subsequent to 7 March, 1893, or after 
an alleged failure of the ‘conditions,’ as it is termed, of said deeds; and 
said article 5 is ambiguous and indefinite as to when plaintiffs intended 
to allege said entry, excavations and embankments were made, and in | 
this said interplea of said John Manning and wife, Louisa J. Manning, 
and M. A. Southerland, fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause 
_of action. 

“4. For that said John Manning and wife, Louisa J. Manning, and 
M. A. Southerland cannot maintain this proceeding against this defend- 
ant under the provisions of chapters 49 and 38 of The Code, as is shown 
upon the face of said interplea and a proper construction of the said 
deeds, this not being such a case as is provided for by statute 
as falling within the class of cases (in sections 1943, 1944, 1699 (263) 
and 1698 of The Code) where parties are ‘unable to agree,’ ete. 

_ “Wherefore, defendant demands judgment that this proceeding be dis- 
missed, and for judgment against all the petitioners and interpleaders 
and the surety on the prosecution bond for costs.” | 


T. B. Womack for plaintiffs. 
W. A. Guthrie for defendant. ° 


BurweEt., J. The provisions of section 1944 of The Code seem clearly 
_ to indicate that in a proceeding under that section, all parties “who own 
or have, or claim to own or have estates or interests” in the land over 
which a right of way is sought to be condemned, shall be brought before 
the court, to the end that all the persons interested in the assessment 
of the damages may be bound by the action of the commissioners, who 
will find what gross sum, if any, is due to the owners, and that they may 
all be heard when the court comes to apportion the sums between the 
several owners, according to their respective interests or estates in the 
land. The petition, whether filed by an owner or by the company, © 
should state the names of all persons interested, and all of them should 
be in court before the commissioners are oped 

The petition filed by the original petitioners, Thos. N. Hill and iis 
children, alleged that these children were the owners in fee of one un- 
divided fourth part of the land described in the said petition, the father 
having a life estate in that part. That Mrs. L. J. Manning, wife of 
John Manning, owned one undivided fourth part in fee; and that M. A. | 
- Southerland owned an undivided half in fee; and that A. P. Gilbert | 
had a lease for five years on all of the tract. Here we have a care- 
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(264) ful Semnlenes with the provisions of the statute, a full enumera- 
tion of all those who owned any interest or estate in the premises. 
_ And this enumeration of the owners of the land was accompanied by the - 
statement of the petitioners, made on information and belief, that Mrs. 
_ Manning and M. A. Southerland, who together owned three-fourths of 
the land, had conveyed to the railroad company a right of way through 
the premises. It thus became evident that, in order to have a complete 
determination of the matter, it would be necessary to bring into court 
not only the defendant company, from whom alone the plaintiffs sought 
damages, but those other owners. They might well have been made de-. _ 
fendants originally, but they have come in and been made petitioners, 
and thus all parties interested are present, and will be bound a what 
is done in the proceeding. 

The position taken by the defendant company that there was a defect 
of parties when the petition was first filed is untenable. What the pe- 
titioners wished was to‘have their damages assessed and paid. It is not 
their concern to inquire whether or not the company had come to an 
agreement with their cotenants and the tenant for years, and had settled - 
with those parties. In their petition they gave to the court and to the. 
defendant information about the other persons who had an interest in 
the premises, as, under the statute, they were required to do. If the de- 
fendant had settled the matter with those other parties, it had but to 
say so in its answer, and ask that the commissioners should only report — 
the sum due the petitioners; or if it had not settled the matter with those 
parties, it was its privilege to ask the court to have them brought in, 
that a complete determination of the matter might be had. 

But whatever may be thought about the propriety or necessity of their 
being original parties, it is surely sufficient that before defendant’s de- 
murrer was filed they all voluntarily came into court and made them- 
selves parties. No suggestion is made that there is any one who claims 

any estate or interest in the land that is not now, and was not — 
(265) when the demurrer was filed, a party. Therefore, there can be 

no defect of parties. What the rights of the respective individu- 
als are is another matter that will be hereafter determined. 

The position of the defendant that the petition does not state a cause 
of action is equally untenable. If, as petitioners say they are informed, 
the defendant has acquired by agreement with the other parties a right 
to use and occupy for its purposes their shares (three-fourths) of the 
land covered by the “right of way,” it will not be required by the final 
judgment in the cause to pay any damages to those persons. Under the 
ample provisions of sections 1947 and 1949 of The Code the rights of 
all the parties can be ascertained and adjusted in this one proceeding. The 
whole damage to the land may be estimated, and it may then be de- 
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termined, by reference or otherwise, how much of the gross sum the 
defendant owes; or what proportion of the right of way has been ac- 
quired, if any, by contract, may be first ascertained, and the damages 
or compensation due to the parties who have not been paid may be found 
and reported by the commissioners. 

- It was argued before us that the legal effect of the deeds from John 
Manning and wife and M. A. Southerland to the defendant is such that 
the original petitioners cannot maintain this proceeding under section 
1944 of The Code, and that at any rate, Mrs. Manning and M. A. 
Southerland cannot join in this petition for the assessment of damages, 
for the reason that, at the date of the filing of the original petition, ac- 
cording to the statement of those parties contained in their interpleas, 
the defendant had not lost its title to the right of way acquired from 
them by it. 

Tt cannot, we think, be seriously sencenied that the owners of one un- 
divided fourth of a tract of land, through which a railroad is con- 
structed, can be deprived of their right to have the damages due 
to Hien: assessed under the provisions of section 1944, by the (266) 
purchase by the railroad company of the rights of one of the — 
other tenants in common. And the right of all the parties in the dam- 
ages for the taking of the land, whether those rights continue as they 
were at the time the petition was filed, or are changed and modified by 
subsequent events, can all be adjusted under the provisions of sections 
1947 and 1949. 

As another cause of demurrer the defendant insists that the petition 
does not state (as it says 1t should) that the petitioners were unable to 
come to an agreement with the defendant as to the sum to be paid by it 
to them for the taking of their land. This was not necessary. The 
statute requires the railroad company, when it becomes the actor in such 
a proceeding, as it may, to state that fact as its justification for sum- 
moning to court a citizen whose land it wishes to take by condemnation. 
But when the citizen merely seeks pay for his property that has been 
taken from him under a license from the State, the law does not impose 
upon him the necessity of asserting that he and the taker of his property 
have not agreed. His precoet ne is in itself an emphatic asseveration 
to that effect. 

What has been said seems. to us sufficient to cover all the grou of 
demurrer. 

We find no error in the rulings of is Honor, and the cause is re- 
manded, to be proceeded with according to law.. 

N o error. 


Cited: Durham v. Riggsbec, 141 N. C., 130. 
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(267) | 
J. T. F. CUMMINGS v. D. W. M. HOFFMAN est at, EXECUTORS OF 
RACHEL GRAHAM, DeEceasep. 


Practice—Case on Appeal—Error on Pasi of Record on eee 
roneous Judgment on Pleadings. | 


1. A disputed question, as to whether there has been service, in time, of a 
case on appeai, should be submitted to the court below to find the facts. 


2. Unless service of a case on appeal is accepted it must be made by an officer ; 
an alleged service by an attorney is nugatory: 

Although no legal case on appeal accompanies the record in this Court, the 
appeal will not be dismissed, but the judgment below will be affirmed, 
unless error appear on the face of the record. 


4, Where the record shows an entry of appeal and the service of notice within 
proper time, the appeal being in itself an exception to the judgment, error 
on the face of the record will be noted in this Court. 


5. In an action to recover money, the defendants in their answer admitted 
an indebtedness to plaintiff of one dollar, but an amended complaint 
having been filed, they denied in their amended answer any indebtedness 
whatever, and upon ar issue relating thereto the jury: found that the 
defendants owed nothing: Held, that it was error in the court. below to 
render judgment for one dollar and costs, upon the ground that defend- 
ants had in their original answer admitted that indebtedness, for, al- 
though the admission in the first answer was competent, it was not con- 
clusive evidence of the indebtedness, which was denied by the later plead- 
ings, and the jury passed upon the issue concerning the same, and upon 
-the evidence of the admission, if plaintiff saw fit to offer it. 


od 


ACTION upon a physician’s account, tried before Whitaker, J., and a 
jury, at March Term, 1892, of Atawance. 

There was verdict fa the plaintiff, and defendants appealed from the 
judgment thereon. 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the Court 
are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


(268) James EH. Boyd for plaintiff. 
Busbee & Busbee for defendants. 


CrarK, J. There being a disputed question whether there was ser- 
Vice, in time, of the case on appeal, if properly raised, it should have 
been submitted to the court below to find the facts. Walker v. Scott, 
102 N. C., 487. The appellees contend that their objection, indorsed 
on the case that the service was on the 4th of April (after the expiration 
of the ten days), was admitted by the appellants not sending the case 
to the judge to settle. Owens v. Phelps, 92 N. C., 231; Jones v. Call, 
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93 N. C., 170. Unfortunately for appellees, their exception was not 
served till April 11, after the expiration of the five days allowed by 
statute, and therefore goes for naught. There is, however, no evidence 
of the service of appellants’ case within the time prescribed, and it also 
must be disregarded. Peebles v. Braswell, 107 N. C., 68; Mfg. Co. v. 
— Summons, 97 N. C., 89. It ts true a certiorari was sent down, to which 
the clerk returns that there is indorsed on the original case deposited 
in his office by appellants, “copy served on plaintiff by W. H. Carroll, 
attorney for defendants, 1 April, 1892.” | 

Without in any way recognizing as valid this attempt to settle the 
disputed question of fact by copying a written declaration of a party 
in his own interest, instead of submitting the question to the judge 
(Walker v. Scott, supra), it is sufficient to say that the return does not 
help the appellant. Unless service is accepted, 1t must be made by an 
officer. Any other mode is invalid and a nullity. Allen v. Strickland, 
100 N. C., 225; State v. Johnson, 109 N. C., 852; State v. Price, 110 
N. C., 599.. There being no legal case on appeal before us, it does not 
' follow that the appeal should be dismissed. The proper course is to 
affirm the judgment, unless error appears upon the face of the record 
proper. McCoy v. Lassiter, 94 N. C., 181, and other cases cited in 
Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 580. 

Upon inspection of the record, it appears that, by the original 
answer and amended answer, the defendants admitted an indebt- (269) 
edness of one dollar.. But, an amended complaint being filed, the 
defendants were permitted to file an amended answer thereto, in which 
they denied any indebtedness whatever. An issue based upon these fina] 
pleadings was submitted to the jury—“Is the plaintiff entitled to recover 
of the defendants; if so, how much?”’—to which the jury responded 
“No.” Thereupon, his Honor rendered judgment as follows: “It ap- 
pearing to the court, from the admission of the answer, that the de- 
fendants were indebted to the plaintiff in the sum of one dollar, it is 
adjudged that the plaintiff recover the sum of one dollar and the costs 
of the action.” The record shows an entry of appeal and service of 
notice within legal time. The appeal itself is an exception to the Judg- 
ment. | 
There is error upon the face of the record. ‘The indebtedness was 
denied in the final pleadings of the parties, and upon the issue thus 
made the jury found that the defendants were not indebted. The ad- 
mission in the first two answers of an indebtedness of one dollar was 
simply an admission against interest, like any other. It was competent 
to introduce the first two answers as evidence (Adams v. Utley, 87 
N. C., 356), but the admission was not conclusive. It might be shown 
that it was made uaeee a misapprehension, or by mistake or inadvert- 
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ence. Smith v. Nimocks, 94 N. C., 248. The jury passed upon the 

issue, and upon this evidence of an admission, if plaintiff saw fit to 

offer: it. Upon the verdict, judgment should have been rendered in favor 

of defendants against the plaintiff and sureties to the bond, for costs. 
The case is remanded, that it may be so entered. 3 
Reversed. 


Cited: Lyman v. Ramseur, post, 505; Rosenthal v. Robertson, 114 
N. C., 596; Delafield v. Construction Co., 115 N. C., 24; McDaniel v. 
Scurlock, ib, 297; Watkins v. BR. R., 116 N. C., 966; McNeill v. R. RB., 
117 N. C., 643 « Roberta: Partridge, 118 N. G,, 356; Smith v. Smith, 
~—6«LIO NN. on 317; Guano Co. v. Hicks, 120 N. C. , 30; Westbrook v. Hicks, 

121 N. C., 132; Barrus v. R. R., 1b., 505; Deloses v. Bird, 123 N. C., 
692; Cressler v. Asheville, 188 N. C., 484; Norcum v. Savage, 140 
N, C., 473; Ullery v. Guthrie, 148 N. C., "419: "Bloxham v. Timber Cots 
i N. C., re Hoke v. Whisnant, 174 N. C., 661. 


(270) 


GEORGE F. COLE, ApMinistrator or CAROLINE COLE, v. W. T. STOKES, 
Execuror oF THOMAS STOKES. 


Trustee and Cestui que Trust—Dealings Between—Presumption of 
Fraud—-Burden of neds: 


1. Transactions between a trustee and his bentia que trust are viewed with 
extreme jealousy, and a presumption of fraud arises when a trustee under-: 
takes to purchase the trust property from the cestui que trust. 


2. In order that such a purchase may stand it is necessary, not only that the 
- price paid be fair and reasonable, but that it appear that the fiduciary 
relation has ceased, or, at all events, that all necessity for activity in the 
trust has ceased, so that the trustee and cestui que trust are each at 
liberty, without the concurrence of the other, to consult, and able to 
vindicate his own interest, and that the beneficiary had full information 
and complete understanding of all facts concerning the property and the 
transaction itself, and the person with whom he was dealing, and gave a 
perfectly free consent, and that the trustee made to the beneficiary a per- 
fectly honest and complete disclosure of all knowledge or automaton 
possessed by himself; therefore, 


3. Where, in the trial of an action by an administrator (who was the sole 
heir and distributee of his intestate): against the executor of an estate 
in which plaintiff's intestate was interested, to recover the share to which 
his intestate was entitled, it appeared that the defendant executor had 
purchased from the plaintiff, before the latter’s qualification as adminis- 
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trator, all his interest in the estate controlled by defendant, the jury 

. Should have been instructed upon an issue relating to fraud that a pre- 
sumption of fraud had arisen which put upon the defendant the burden 
of proving everything to have been fair and honest. 


Action, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at ver Term, 1892, of 
Purson. 

As a defense to the action for the recovery of the share of Thomas 
Stokes, alleged to be due the plaintiff’s intestate, the executor of Thomas 
Stokes set up an assignment, not under seal, dated 1 May, 1890, by 
which plaintiff conveyed to the defendant in “his own right the 
interest in the estate of said Stokes, to which the plaintiff, being (271) 
the sole heir and distributee of his wife, was entitled, including 
a tract of land devised to plaintiff’s wife by the testator. 

At the date of the assignment plaintiff had not qualified as adminis- 
trator of his wife, and as the answer alleged, there were no debts owing 
by her. 

The defendant made his settlement of the estate of Thomas Stokes 
before the clerk, on 6 June and 9 October, 1890. 

In reply, the plaintiff contended that the sum paid him was for the 
tract of land, and not intended to cover the interest of his wife in the 
personal estate of Stokes, and that the defendant perpetrated a fraud 
upon him in obtaining such conveyance and in withholding from him 
full information as to the value of the interest of plaintiff’s intestate. 

The issues submitted and the responses were as follows: 

“1, Was the deed and release of 1 May, 1890, executed by Geo. F. 
Cole, procured by fraud and misrepresentation ? ‘Answer: ‘No.’ 

«9, What was the value of the interest of Geo. F. Cole on 1 May, 1890, 
in the real estate under the will of Thomas Stokes? Answer: ‘$282.50. , 

“3. What was the value of the interest of Geo. F. Cole in the personal 
estate under the will of Thomas Stokes? Answer: ‘$609.99.’ 

“4. Did W. T. Stokes, in paying for the conveyance made to him by 
Geo. F. Cole, use the money of the estate; and tf so, how much? An- 
swer: ‘Not any. re 

His Honor, in his charge to the jury, stated, “that the burden in this 
case 18 on the plaintiff; and the court charges you that the allegations ; 
material to establish the charge of fraud must ne proven so as to pro- 
duce belief of their truth in the minds of the jury.” 

There was judgment on the verdict for the defendant, and 
plaintiff appealed, assigning error in the charge, as above stated. (272) 


Boone & Parker and W. W. Kitchin for plainteff. 
J. W. Graham and V. 8. Bryant for defendant. 
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SuepuerD, C. J. In order to dispose of this appeal, it is only neces- 
sary to determine whether there was error on the part of his Honor in 
charging the jury that the burden was upon the plaintiff to establish 
the fraud alleged in the replication and embodied in the first issue. 

The plaintiff is the administrator and sole distrtbutee and heir of his 
deceased wife, Caroline Cole, and he brings this action against the de- 
fendant, who is the executor of Stokes, deceased, to recover the amount 
due his intestate under the will of her father, the said Stokes. The de- 
_ fendant denies his hability and relies upon a deed executed to him by the 
plaintiff on 1 May, 1890, conveying to the defendant all of the plain- 
tiff’s interest, real and personal, in the said estate. At the time of the 
execution of the above-mentioned deed the defendant had not made his 
final settlement as executor, and the fiduciary relation therefore still ex- 
isted between him and the plaintiff. It is well settled that an executor 
or administrator in dealing with the estate, and with those who are in- 
terested therein, is regarded as a trustee, and as such is subject to that 
principle which raises a presumption of fraud against him when he 
undertakes to purchase the trust property from his cestua que trust. In 
respect to purchases of trust property, real or personal, directly or in- 
directly, from himself, whether privately or at auction, the law considers 
them invalid; and, says Pearson, J., in Brothers v. Brothers, 42 N. C., 
150, even if the trustee “gives a fair price, the cestui que trust has his 

election to treat the sale as a nullity” and this “not because there © 
(273) ws, but because there may be fraud.” Patton v. Thompson, 55 

N. C., 285; Stelley v. Rice, 67 N. C., 178; Froneberger v. Lewis, 
79 N. C., 426; Gibson v. Barbour, 100 N. C., 192. In respect to pur- 
chases, as in this case, from the cestu: que trust,-the court of chancery, 
in the time of Lord Erskine, seemed much inclined to impose a total 
disability on the trustee. This view, however, did not prevail, and his 
power to so contract is not absolutely prohibited, though, remarks Ruf- 
fin, J., in Boyd v. Hawkins, 17 N. C., 195, the restrictions imposed 
“almost extinguish it.” He further observes that such transactions are 
viewed with anxious jealousy, and that “it must appear that the rela- 
tion has ceased, at least that all necessity for activity in the trust has 
terminated, so that the trustee and cestue que trust are two persons, each 
at liberty, without the concurrence of the other, to consult: his own in- 
terest, and capable of vindicating it; or that there was a contract defi- 
nitely made, the terms and effect of which were clearly understood, and 
that there was no fraud or misapprehension, and no advantage taken 
by the trustee of the distress or ignorance of the other party. The pur- 
chase must also be fair and reasonable. Coles v. Trecothick, 9 Ves., 
246; Fox v. Macreath, 2 Bro. ©. C., 400. These cases are not allowed 
to turn on nice inquiries whether it might not possibly be for the benefit 
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of the cestui que trust to make that particular contract rather than none 
at all, but when there is a fair Judicial doubt, as some of the cases ex- 
press it, whether the trustee has not availed himself of his confidential 
situation to obtain selfish advantage, the contract cannot stand.” 

Lord Eldon said, in Coles v. Trecothick, supra, “that a trustee- may 
buy from the cestue que trust, provided there is a distinct and clear con- 
tract, ascertained to be such after a jealous and scrupulous examination 
of all the circumstances, that the cestu: que trust intended the trustee 
should buy, and there is no fraud, no concealment, no advantage taken 
by the trustee of information acquired by him in the character 
of trustee.” Again, it. is said “that the trustee must show that he (274) 
took no advantage whatever of his situation, and that he gave 
to his cestua que trust all the information which he possessed.” Fox v. 
Macreath, supra; White & Tudor L. C. Eq., 261, note. Mr. Pomeroy 
says that the trustee must show by “unimpeachable and convincing evi- 
dence that the beneficiary, being suz generis, had full information and 
complete understanding of all facts concerning the property, and the 
transaction itself, and the person with whom he was dealing, and gave 
a perfectly free consent, and that the price was fair and adequate, and 
that he made to the beneficiary a perfectly honest and complete dis- 
closure of all knowledge or information . . . possessed by himself, 
or which he might with reasonable diligence have possessed,” etc. 2 
_ Pom. Eq. Jur., 958; Hill Trustees, 237; Bispham Kq., sec. 237; Davine 
v. Fawumey, 2 John. Ch., 251; Baxter v. Costin, 45 N. C., 262; McLeod 
v. Bullard, 86 N. C., 210; Adkins v. Withers, 94 N. C., 581. 

The foregoing extracts are reproduced for the purpose of showing, the 
nature and strength of the rule which equity has laid down for the pro- 
tection of cestuas que trust when contracting with their trustees, and we 
are very clearly of the opinion that the principle applies in all its rigor 
to the present case. It was not contended that the trust was closed 
when this transaction took place, and the instrument set up in bar of 
the plaintiff’s recovery is not, as insisted, a mere release, but most es- 
sentially a conveyance of the plaintiff’s entire interest in the estate, both 
real and personal. Under these conditions the presumption of fraud 
arose, and the jury should have been so instructed. The fact that the 
plaintiff’s lawyer was present and advised him in the matter is one of the 
circumstances to be considered in rebuttal of the presumption, but does 
not prevent the application of the presumption itself. Whether a full 
and complete disclosure was made to the plaintiff’s lawyer— 
whether, indeed, the defendant’s lawyer, who made the purchase (275) 
for him, had been put into possession of all the circumstances by _ 
his client (and this seems doubtful), and whether, in consideration of 
the place and manner of the-settlement, the means of inquiry were at 
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hand, are elements to be considered in determining whether the trustee 
had placed himself in a condition to purchase of his cestua que trust, 
but, as we have seen, they do not prevent the operation of the presump- 
tion of fraud, so as to shift the burden of proof. 

We have examined with much care the cases cited in behalf of. the 
defendant, and are entirely satisfied that they do not conflict in the 
slightest degree with the principles above stated. There was error in 
placing the burden upon the plaintiff, instead of the defendant. 

New trial. 


Caen Jones v. Pullen, 115 N. C., 471; eae: Pace, 162 N. C., 299. 


W. G. LeDUC, Recetvern or PEOPLES Narn BANK, | 
v. E. F. MOORE ET AL. 


Certiorari—Lost Appeal—Conflicting Statements of Counsel. 


Where the petition for a certiorari is based upon the allegation that in the 
eourt below plaintiff’s counsel orally accepted notice of petitioner’s appeal 
and extended the time for stating the case, and it is conceded that the 
‘record in the court below contains no entries as to such agreement, and 
the plaintiff’s counsel denies the same, this Court will not undertake to 
decide between the conflicting statements of counsel, pus will adhere 
strictly to Rule No. 39 of the Supreme Court. 


- Prrrrion of defendants for writ of Jeni: ' The case was tried 
at April Term, 1893, of Franxzin, before Shuford, J., and a jury, and 
there are conflicting affidavits of counsel and others as to verbal notice 

of appeal and agreement of counsel as to extension of time for 
(276) making statement of case on appeal. | 


NX: Gulley for petitioners. 
T. H. Sutton contra. 7 


Burwett, J. The petitioner bases his application for a writ of cer- 
tiorari upon the allegation that in the court below plaintiff’s counsel 
orally accepted notice of his appeal and extended the time for stating 
the case. It is conceded that the record in that court does not show 
that an appeal was asked at the trial, or that any notice of an appeal 
was waived or accepted, or that the time for stating the case was ex-- 
tended. The plaintiff’s counsel denies that he made any such agreement. 
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His denial puts an end to the matter, for we cannot undertake to decide 
between them, but must adhere strictly to the rule of this Court (No. 
39) and follow the decisions heretofore made in like cases, the latest of 
which is Sondley v. EATEN TEE, 112 N.C., 694. 

Motion denied. 


Cited: Smith v. Smith, 119 N. ©., 818. 


Ww. A. COX, ADMINISTRATOR, v. NANCY A. JONES ET At, 


Appeal—Defective Record——Laches in Perfecting Record. 


Where a case was remanded from this Court at Spring Term, 1892, to the end 
that appellant might have a lost record supplied by. proper proceedings 
in the court below, which has not been done, and the record is as defective 
as when the order of remand was made, though three or four terms of 
the Superior Court in that county have transpired and no excuse is 
rendered for the laches, the case will be dismissed on motion of appellee 
under Rule 15 of the Supreme Court. 


Devercua & Batchelor for plaintiff. | 

H. R. Kornegay for defendants. | (277) — 

Crarx, J. This was a. motion made in September, 1888, to set aside 
a judgment rendered in a special proceeding in 1871. The appeal was 
docketed here at Fall Term, 1891. The record of the special proceeding 
not being sent up, a certiorari was sent down to which the clerk returned 
that after diligent search, only fragmentary parts thereof could be 
found, and these he sent up. Thereupon, at Spring Term, 1892, the 
case was remanded (110 N. C., 309), to the end that the appellant 
might take steps to have the lost record supplied by proper proceedings 
in the court below. This he has not done, and the Court is unable to 
pass upon the case as presented in the voluminous, irregular and insufi- 
cient transcript. The record is as defective as when the order of remand 
was made, though since then there have been three or four terms of the 
Superior Court in that county. No excuse is rendered which atones 
for this laches. The cause having been here two terms since (Fall Term, 
1892, and Spring Term, 1893), the motion of appellee to dismiss the ap- 
peal under Rule 15 is allowed. Brantly v. Jordan, 92 N. C., 291; 
Wiseman v. Commissioners, 104 N.C., 330. > 3 


Appeal dismissed. | 
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J. L. STEWART et au. v. B. C. BARDIN Et AL. 


M origage Without Power of Sale—Power Given to Mortgagee to Re- 
ceive Rents After Default—Right to Horectose Mortgage Through 
the Courts: 


A provision in a mortgage which contains no power of sale, that, after default 
in payment of the debt, the mortgagee may take possession of the land 
and receive the rents until the rights of the parties shall be fully adjusted 
“according to law,” does not prevent the mortgagee from seeking a sale 
of the land under a decree of foreclosure. 


Action, tried at March Term, 1893, of Penpsr, before Winston, 
(278) J., and a jury, to foreclose a mortgage given by ‘the defendant to 
the plaintiff. 

The jury returned a verdict that defendant was indebted to plaintiff 
in the sum of $200 and interest, and judgment was rendered ordering 

a sale of the land. The defendants excepted, contending that the mort- - 
gage, by its terms and conditions, did not convey the land or authorize 
its sale to pay the debt, but only the rents and profits thereof. 

The condition contained in the mortgage was as follows: 

“If we, or either of us, or our. personal representatives, shall pay back. 
to the said J. L. Stewart the sum of $200, on or before the first day of 
- January: next, then this instrument shall be null and void; but in case 
we fail to make said payment, then this instrument. shall be in full 
force and effect. And it is further understood that, until default made 
as aforesaid, that we, the grantors aforesaid, shall have and keep pos- 
session of said land; but after default it shall be lawful for the said 
J. L. Stewart and his assigns to enter upon said land, hold, occupy and 
receive the rents and profits of said land until the rights of the parties 
hereunder shall be duly adjusted according to law, it being the true intent 
of this instrument to secure to the said J. L. Stewart the payment of the 
said sum of $200 on the first day of January next.” 


R. O. Burton ” plaintiffs. 
No counsel contra. 


BurweEtt, J. The mortgage which the plaintiffs seek to foreclose in 
this action has in it no power of sale, and provides that, after default, 
the mortgagee or his assigns may take possession of the mortgaged 
premises and receive the rents “until the rights of the parties shall be 
fully adjusted according to law.” We find nothing in this inconsistent 
with plaintiff’s assertion of right to have the land sold under a 
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~ decreé of foreclosure if the debt is not paid. It only incorporates (279) 
in the deed, as an express stipulation between the parties, what 

the law, without its insertion therein, would have adjudged to be the 
mortgagee’s rights. The right to receive the rents after default is in no 
wise inconsistent with the asserted right to have the land itself sold. 
No error. 


O. B. COX v. C. F, GRISHAM. 


aaa aa lL of Process and Pleadings in Justice's 
Court. 


1. A justice of the peace has power.to.amend any warrant, process, pleading 
or proceeding in any action pending before him, either civil or criminal, 
either in form or substance; therefore, 


2. Where, in an action of claim and delivery of personal property, the allega- 
tion as to the value was omitted in the summons, the justice of the peace 
properly allowed a motion to amend by filling in the blank left for such 
allegation. . 

33. In such case, the evidence being uncontradicted that the value was less 
than fifty dollars, such amendment could have been made after verdict 
and judgment; and if the omission was by mistake or inadvertence, the 
amendment could have been allowed in the Superior Court, not to give 
jurisdiction, but to make it appear by the summons that it had not been © 
improperly exercised. 


| Action of claim and delivery, heard on appeal from a court of a 
justice of the peace, before Armfield, J., at Fall Term, 1890 of Onstow. 
From a judgment dismissing the action the plaintiff appealed. 


Batchelor & Devereux for plainteff. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. This was an action for the recoyery of a sow and 
‘five pigs. The original summons failed to show the value of the (280) 
property, and the justice allowed a motion to amend the sum- 
mons by filling in the blank left for allegation of the value, with the 
words “ten dollars.” The defendant offered no evidence, but upon judg- 
‘ment being rendered against him he appealed. In the Superior Court 
the defendant moved to dismiss the action, on the ground that the justice 
had no power to amend the warrant. This motion was erroneously al- 
‘lowed. | 
The justice had ample authority to grant the amendment. Section 
‘908 of The Code provides that a justice of the peace “shall have power 
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to amend any warrant, process, pleading or proceeding” in any action 
pending before him, either civil or criminal, “either in form or sub- 
stance.” To same purport is The Code, sec. 840, rule 9; also section 
273, which permits an amendment “inserting other allegations material 
to the case.’ 

The evidence uncontradicted being that the value of the property was 
less than fifty dollars, this amendment could have been allowed even 
after verdict and judgment. Had the avermnent of value been omitted 
from the summons, as it doubtless was, by mistake or inadvertence, the 
amendment could have been allowed even on the trial in the Superior 
Court, not to give jurisdiction, but to make it appear by the summons 
that it had not been improperly exercised. “Such amendment would © 
relate back to the date of the summons. It could not. work injustice to 
the parties, because, in fact, the jurisdiction existed. It only helped, 
cured defective process.” Leathers v. Morris, 101 N. C., 184. In 8. v. 
Sykes, 104 N. C., 694, Merrimon, C. J., says: “Procedure and proceed- 
ings before instices of the peace are “genotally more or less informal and 
summary. They are favored by every reasonable intendment, and are to 
be helped by the free exercise of the large powers conferred by the 
statute (The Code, sec. 908) upon the courts where the action in which 

they appear may be pending, to amend them as to form or sub- 
(281) stance at any time before or after judgment. 8. v. Smith, 103 
N. C,, 410, and cases there cited.” To same purport are 8. v. 
Baker, 106 N. C., 758; and 8S. v. Norman, 110 N. C., 484. 
Error. . | 


Cited: McPhail v. Johnson, 115 N. C., 302. 


SIMEON WOOTEN er at, v. N. M. OUTLAW Ef At. 
Evidence—Declarations of Assignor of Note, when. Incompetent. 


The declaration of an assignor of a note as to the amount due thereon is in- 
competent in an action on the note, unless shown to have been made 
before the assignment and against interest. 


Aorton, tried at August Term, 1893, of Dupxin, before Bryan, J. 
The action was for the foreclosure of a mortgage made by F. M. Out- 
law and wife to N. B. Outlaw, and by him assigned to the plaintiff. 
Simeon Wooten. F. M. Outlaw, the mortgagor, is dead, and his widow 
and heirs-at-law are the defendants. It was admitted upon the trial 
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- that the said F. M. Outlaw executed the note and mortgage, as alleged 
in the complaint, and that they were transferred to the plaintiff Wooten 
prior to 15 April, 1886. The defendants relied upon the sole defense 
of payment. 

One Arnett, a witness for the antendanis testified that after the death 
of F. M. Outlaw he heard N. B. Outlaw say that F. M. Outlaw owed © 
him seventy or eighty dollars, and that he heard him say this seven or 
eight years ago. Upon cross-examination, he said it might not have 
been more than six years since he heard the above conversation. This 
evidence was objected to by the plaintiff, upon the ground that 1t was 
not shown that this conversation occurred prior to the transfer of the 
note and mortgage to the plaintiff Wooten, and that the dec- 
larations of N. B. Outlaw, made after the transfer, were in- (282) 
competent. Objection sustained, and the defendants excepted. 
There was other testimony tending to show credits of $100 and $25 upon 
the note, and these credits, as.also one of $41.80, were admitted. 

The issue submitted was: Has the note declared on been paid? To 
which the jury responded “No.” 

His Honor gave judgment for the balance, after dahicting the credits 
above set out, and interest, and for foreclosure of the mortgage. De 
fendants appealed. | 


Allen & Dortch for plaintiff. 
H. R. Kornegay for defendants. 


MacRaz, J. By the admission of the parties, all other i issues, except 
that arising upon the plea of payment, were eliminated. Both of the 
credits claimed by defendants were allowed, and an additional credit — 
of $41.80 was also given. There was no testimony showing the dates 
of said credits, and a calculation will show that in the judgment these 
credits were allowed as of the times at which they were admitted in 
the complaint. As to the credit of twenty-five dollars, the testimony does 
not enlighten us as to the time it should have been entered, but it will 
appear to have been given about the same time that the credit of $100 
was allowed. | . 

The rejected testimony was not competent, unless it was made as a de- © 
claration against interest while N. B. Outlaw was the holder of the 
note and mortgage, and the defendant failed to show that he was still 
the owner at the time of the alleged declaration. Indeed, the rejection 
of this testimony can work no harm to the defendant, for, if admitted, 
it would be consistent with the other emony in the action. 

No error. 


Cited: Smith v. Lumber Co., 142 N. C., 38. . 
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(288) | 
BOYKIN, CARMER & CO. v. JOHN C. WRIGHT. 


Time of Docketing Appeal—Motion to Dismiss—Accepting Service of 
ee no Waaver of Right to Dismiss. 


Where a judgment was rendered in a Superior Court at February Term, 1892, 
and appellee agreed that appellant might have “thirty days to perfect 
appeal,” and upon the “case” there was an indorsement as follows, 
“Service accepted 31 December 1892,” and the appeal was docketed in 
March, 1893: Held, that the indorsement of acceptance of service of the 

_ case does not, in itself, constitute a waiver of appellee’s right to have the 
appeal dismissed because not docketed within the prescribed time. 


This was a motion to dismiss the appeal. 


W. R. Allen for plaintiffs. 
k. O. Burton for defendant. 


Burweit, J. The judgment was rendered at February Term, 1892, 
of the Superior Court. The appeal was docketed in this Court 13 
March, 1893. It appears in the record that the appellee agreed that the 
- appellant might have “thirty days to perfect appeal.” Upon “the case” 
is this indorsement: “Service accepted 31 December, 1892”, and this 
is signed by counsel who represented plaintiffs in the court below. 

We do not think this indorsement, standing alone, constitutes in any 
degree a waiver of the appellee’s right to insist that the appeal shall be 
dismissed because not docketed here within the prescribed time. His 
motion to dismiss must be allowed. 

_ Appeal dismissed. 


(284) | 
MARY E. PASS, ApMrinisteaTRIx or JAMES ©. PASS, v. JAMES F. SHINE. 


Contract—Interest—Mortgage. 


Where it was stipulated in a mortgage securing a note bearing interest at 
6 per cent per annum, that after default in payment of the note the maker 
should pay 8 per cent per annum during the continuance of such default: 
Held, in an action to foreclose the mortgage, that the plaintiff is entitled 
to recover the debt, with 8 per cent interest after ae as provided 
in the mortgage. . 


Action to foreclose a mortgage, tried at August Term, a of Dup- 
_ urn, before Bryan, J., a Jury trial ‘being waived. : | 
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It was admitted that the defendant executed and delivered to the 
plaintiff 1 December, 1882, the note declared on, a copy of which i is as 
follows: | 


$874.45. Six months after date, for value received, we promise to pay 
Mary E. Pass, administratrix of James C. Pass, or order, the sum of 
eight hundred and seventy-four dollars and forty-five cents, with interest 
from date, and secured by mortgage deed on land bearing even date with 
this note. 7 
As witness our hands and seals, this 1 December, 1882. 
| Jas. F. Sure. (Seal.) 
Exiza Sainz.  (Seal.) 


It was also admitted that no part of the note has been paid, except 
the sum of $100, paid 30 October, 1891. 

It was also admitted that on said 1 December, 1882, the defendant con- 
veyed the land described in the complaint to the plaintiff by mortgage 
deed to secure the payment of said note, and that in the mortgage deed, 
after conferring a power of sale upon failure to pay the note. and 
interest when due, and all costs, charges and taxes, there was the (285) 
following stipulation and agreement: 

“Tt is further agreed that upon default in making such payment, we 
promise to pay interest on said note at the rate of eight per cent per 
annum during the continuance of such default.” | 

Upon the admissions and the pleadings, the plaintiff insisted that she 
‘was entitled to recover judgment for the amount of said note, subject 
to said credit of $100, with six per cent thereon for six months, and that — 
there being a failure to pay at the end of six months, interest after that 
time ought to be computed at the rate of eight per cent, according to 
the agreement in the mortgage. The defendant insisted that plaintiff 
was entitled to recover no more than six per cent interest for any part 
of the time. 

His Honor being of opinion with the pinnte rendered judgment ac- 
cordingly, and the defendant excepted and appealed. 


Allen & Dortch for plaintiff. 
H, R. Kornegay for dejonagny, 


Avery, J. The defendant might have lawfully agreed by the terms of 
the note itself to pay interest at the rate of eight per cent from the date 
of its execution. By failing to specify a higher rate he, in contempla- 
tion of law, intended that the debt should bear only six per cent interest 
until maturity. To secure this debt he executed a deed conveying his 
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own land, in eae his wife (now dead) joined. The action is brought 
against James F. Shine only, to foreclose the mortgage after default in 
the payment of the note. We can conceive of no reason why the de- 
fendant could not lawfully contract in the deed itself, as he could have 
agreed in the note, that the rate of interest should be eight per cent after 
maturity. It has generally been conceded by the courts of this 
(286) country that interest “is allowable as damages for default in the 
performance of a contract to pay money.” 11 A. & E. Enc., 383. 
By special agreement a lawful rate may be paid from the date of con- 
tracting a debt till it becomes due. The fact that the creditor 1s content 
with a lower rate before maturity does not affect his right to demand 
under a special agreement a higher rate, not exceeding the limit fixed 
by law, after maturity. The quagent is 
Affirmed. 


A. F. WILLIAMS, ADMINISTRATOR OF HARPER WILLIAMS, 
vy. MOSES Oorns | 


ca a Under Section 590 of The Code. 


1. Incompetency of a iiss under section 590 of The Code attaches eile to 
the surviving party to the transaction, and in an action on a bond, plain- 
tiff administrator of a deceased person is competent to prove the execution 
by the defendant of the bond. 


2. Where a plaintiff, administrator and distributee of a deceased person, testi- 
fied only to the execution of the bond, this did not confer upon the defend- 
ant the right to testify as to payments made by him on the bond, nor to 
cross-examine the plaintiff administrator in regard to such alleged pay- 
ments. 


Action to recover the amount of a note executed by the defendant to 
the intestate of the plaintiff, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at Au- 
gust Term, 1893, of aE on appeal from a iudpment of a justice of 
the peace. 

The plaintiff was a uaiibutee of his intestate’s estate. On the trial 
plaintiff was allowed, under objection, to testify to the execution by the 
defendant of the note sued on. On cross-examination he testified that 
he knew of no payments made on the note by defendant to the intestate. 
The defendant-then offered himself as a witness, and proposed to prove 

that he had paid the note sued on to the intestate of plaintiff. 
(287) Objection being made to the proposed testimony, it was excluded. 
| Thereupon his Honor directed the jury to answer the issue as 
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to saemaat in the negative, and defendant excepted and appealed from 
the judgment rendered thereon. 7 ’ 


A. D. Ward for plaintiff. : 
if. R. Kornegay for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The plaintiff, administrator and distributee of thé payee, 
was competent to prove the execution of the bond by the defendant. 
The incompetency attaches only to the surviving party to the transaction. 
The Code, sec. 590. The representative of the deceased can testify, if 
- he so elect, under penalty of making the surviving party a competent 
witness to the same transaction. Thompson v. Humphrey, 83 N. C., 
416. On cross-examination by the defendant, witness stated that he did 
not know of any payment made by the defendant. The witness was not 
examined in his own behalf, except in regard to the execution of the 
note. This rendered the defendant a competent witness only “concern- 
ing the same transaction or communication” by the very terms of the 
statute. Kesler v. Mauney, 89 N. C, 369; Burnett v. Savage, 92 N. C.,. 
10; Sumner v. Candler, 92 N. C., 684; Hughes v. Boone, 102 N. C., 
137; Bunn v. Todd, 107 N. C., 266. ; 

Nor could the door be opened wider by the defendant cross-examining 
the witness as to another transaction, to wit,. payment on the note, as 
to which the witness was not offered, and did not testify in chief. To 
permit this course would be to nullify that portion of the section (590) 
which restricts the competency of the opposite party when an adminis- 
trator has been offered as a witness to the “same transaction.” This 
would become meaningless if the opposite party could, by cross-examin- 
ing as to other matters, make himself competent as to them also. 

No error. 


| | (288) 
J. F. MAXWELL er au. v. HENRY McIVER. 


Issues, Failure to Tender—Amendment of Pleadings—Irrelevant 
Testimony. 


1. Where an issue involved by the pleadings was not tendered, and the issues 
submitted were not objected to on the trial, a party in such default cannot 
complain of the consequences of his own neglect. 

2. The allowance of an amendment to pleadings is within the discretion of 
the trial judge, and a refusal is not subject to review. 
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Action for a money demand and foreclosure of a mortgage deed, tried 
 beforé Bryan, J., and a jury, at the August Term, 1893, of Durum. 
The note declared on is in the following worns ‘and figures, viz. : 


“On or before 1 N ovember, 1886, I promise to pay J. Flavius Max- 
well, or bearer, the sum of seventy-six dollars and thirty cents ($76.30), 
for value received of him, with interest at 8 per cent per annum 1 from 
date. This 1 February, 1886. 

 “Wewry (his X mark) McIver. 

“Test: Jonn O. Bryan.” , 


And on this note the following indorsement is made, Viz. : 


“Received on the within note Dwentysulree dollars and ninety-six cents. 
This 1 April, 1889.” 


The plaintiff G. M. Maxwell was introduced as a witness in his own 
behalf, and testified that he bought the note sued on from his brother 
J. Flavius; that in May, 1887, defendant sent plaintiff G. M. Maxwell, 
_ $5, which, by agreement of said plaintiff and the defendant, was paid 
for indulgence on the note sued on; that in November, 1887, $20 was 

paid, and in the latter part of December, 1888, $30 was paid; 
(289) that no other amount was paid plaintiff by defendant after the 

transfer of the said note, and most of the $20 and $30 payments 
were given for indulgence. 

Here defendant asked leave to amend answer and set up usury. Re- : 
fused. Defendant excepted. 

On the cross-examination the plaintiff testified that no money was paid 
on the 1st day of April, 1889, but that the credit of $23.96 was entered 
by the direction of the plaintiff under an agreement entered into between 
the plaintiff and the defendant at the time said payments were made, 
to the effect that if the plaintiff had to deposit said note as collateral 
he should so credit it on account of the $20 and $30 payments; that the 
person to whom it was assigned could collect only $75 out of it; that 
plaintiff had to deposit it as collateral, but afterwards redeemed it. 

Defendant was then introduced in his own behalf, and proposed to 
testify that he had paid one Mrs. Merritt, an heir-at-law of B. W. Korne- 
gay, deceased, $33.50, which was a charge for equality of partition on 
the lands montoned in the complaint, with a view to having same 
credited on the note sued on. 3 

Objection by plaintiff. Sustained. Defendant excepted. 

The defendant then testified that he had paid the plaintiff in all $55, 
of which $5 was paid in April or May, 1887, and was not paid on the 
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note, but for indulgence; that he paid the plaintiff $20 in November, 
1887, and $30 about the last of December, 1888; that nothing was paid 
1 April, 1889, and that no payment other than the $55 above set forth 
had been made by him. : 

The defendant further proposed to testify that at the time the note 
and mortgage sued on were executed he thought he was renewing the 
_ same to Howell B. Grady and wife, to whom the original note and mort- 
gage were given, and from whom the lands described in the mort- 
gage were purchased; that he was an ignorant. colored man, un- (290) 

able to read and write, and he thought the note and mortgage 

were being executed to the same parties as before, as Mr. J. Flavius 
Maxwell had prepared the original note and mortgage; that they met 
at Kenansville to renew the papers, and Mrs. Caroline Grady was not 
present. 

This evidence was eohec to by the plaintiff. Objection sustained. 
Defendant excepted. 

Defendant then offered receipt of Howell B. Grady and wife, Caroline 
Grady, for the full. amount of the purchase-money of the land, and 
offered as witness W. H. Grady, who offered to testify that the caleu- 
lation was made by him and the settlement made in his presence, the 
receipt written by him and witnessed by him. 

This evidence was objected to by pe Objection ‘sustained. De- 
fendant excepted. 

The defendant then offered as witness Mrs. Caroline Grady, who pro- 
posed to testify that she never gave any permission to change the note 
and mortgage, when renewed, from her and her husband’s name to the 
name of J. Flavius Maxwell, or any one else. 

Objected to by plaintiff. Objection sustained. Defendant excepted. 

The attorneys for plaintiff and defendant having filed two statements 
of the case on appeal, and not being able to agree, upon request I have 
drawn up this as the statement of the ¢ case on appeal as settled by me, 


this 5 October, 1893, Hanns R. Bryan, 


Judge Presiding. 


A. D. Ward for plainitff. 
H. R. Kornegay for defendant. 


MacRag, J. - The pleadings disclose that an issue of fraud was raised, 
which ought to have been presented to the jury; but it does not 
appear that any such issue was tendered by defendant’s counsel, (291) 
and no exception was taken to the issues submitted. In Kidder - 
Mcllhenny, 81 N. C., 128, it was insisted by the defendant that the is- 
sues passed on did not dispose of the matters in controversy in the plead- 
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ings, and that there should have been, and should now be, a further is- 
sue passed on, involving the validity of the mortgage as against the feme 
defendant, and the objection is thus disposed of in the opinion of the 
Court: “Nor ought the defendants to have been content with the pro- 
posed issue, if they desired others. They should have asked for other is- 
sues, and, if necessary, they would not. have been allowed; or, if not al- 
lowed, the refusal would.have constituted matter of exception. It might 
produce serious inconveniences and delays, if, when a party has: op- 
portunity to propose other and further issues and he refuses or fails 
to do so, he could then be heard to complain of the consequences of his 
own neglect, and thereby increase the costs, as well as delay the de- 
termination of the cause.” McDonald v. Carson, 95 N. C., 377. It is 
to be regretted that further issues were not tendered, for, by reason of 
this failure, the defendant seems to te eut off fron his ost vital de- 
fense. Walker v. Scott, 106 N. C., 

The issues submitted without Seana were: (1) “What payments 
have been made on the note sued on?” (2) “Is the plaintiff G. N. Max- 
well indebted to defendant by way of counterclaim; and if so, in what 
sum 2” : 

Upon these issues the testimony offered and rejected and made the 
subject of exception was irrelevant. It might have been very material 
if other issues had been submitted, but as defendant made no tender 
of others, nor exception to those submitted, we are unable to afford 
him any relief, 

The motion to be sees to amend his answer and set up a plea 
of usury was denied, and to this the defendant excepted. The allowance 
of the amendment was within the discretion of the presiding judge, and 
is not subject to review. 

No error. 


Cited: Wagon Co. v. Byrd, 119 N. C., 461, 469; Faison v. Williams, 
121 N. ©., 153; Drennan v. Wilkes, 179 N. C., 514. 


(292) 


J. 8S. LOCKHART v. V. BALLARD anp W. 8S. HALLYBURTON, 
. SeUBTEES of W. T, BLACKWELL. 


Surety—Parol Evidence to Show Sushelie Taine Agi sion 
mePleadings After Special Denial, Erroneous Judgment on. 


1. Parol evidence is admissible to show that one apparently a principal on a 
note is, in fact, a surety. 
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2. Where, after a specific denial in an answer of the allegations of a com- 
plaint, a subsequent paragraph of the answer, by inadvertence, virtually 
admitted such allegations, and in another suit against same defendants 
by other parties the answer specifically denied such allegations, and the 
actions were, by consent, consolidated, it was error in the court below 
to render judgment for the plaintiff in the first suit upon such inadvertent 
admission, for whatever question might have arisen on the conflicting 
pleading was obviated by the consolidation of the two actions and the 
express denial in the latter suit. - 


BURWELL, J., did not sit. 


_ Action, heard at June Term, 1893, of Duruam, before Bryan, J., the 
nature of which, and the facts connected therewith, sufficiently appear in 
the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 

Appeal by the National Exchange Bank of Dallas et al. 


J. 8S. Manning and Busbee & Busbee for appellants. 
W. A. Guthrie and Boone & Parker contra. 


CrarxK, J. The tenth class, into which the judgment admits the ap- 
pellee creditors, is thus described in the deed of assignment: “To J. S. 
Lockhart, or the holders thereof, the amount of all notes and drafts on 
which J. S. Lockhart is bound as surety, or acceptor, or indorser for 
W. T. Blackwell, all the same amounting to about thirty-five thousand 
dollars, and having been done for the benefit and accommodation of 
W. T. Blackwell.” On none of the paper set out in the judgment 
does J. S. Lockhart appear as “surety or acceptor, or indorser (293) 
for W. T. Blackwell,” nor does it appear that they were executed 
“for the benefit and accommodation of W. T. Blackwell.” Parol evi- 
dence was competent to show that, notwithstanding the apparent relation 
of the parties upon the face of the notes and drafts, the relation of J. S. 
Lockhart in regard to them was, in fact, either that of “surety, indorser 
or acceptor for W. T. Blackwell, or that they were executed for his 
benefit.” But no evidence was introduced, and it was error to hold that 
this was established by admissions in the pleadings. There were two 
suits—one by creditors claiming to come under class ten, and the other 
by creditors belonging to the fourteenth class—seeking to restrain the - 
defendants, assignees of Blackwell, from paying out to the plaintiffs in 
the first suit under class ten. These two suits were consolidated without 
objection, and the plaintiffs in the two separate actions are, in effect, 
the real litigants, the nominal defendants being mere stockholders. The 
answer to the complaint filed in the suit first brought denies specifically 
the allegation of the appellee creditors, plaintiffs in that suit. The fol- 
lowing section of thé answer, however, admits, by inadvertence probably, 
the ninth allegation of the complaint. Whatever question might have 
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arisen upon this conflicting pleading was or by the consolidation 
of the two actions and the express denial in the pleadings in the latter 
ease that the appellee ereditors are in any wise entitled to come within 
class “ten.” As always in creditors’ bills, one creditor can. plead a de- 
fense to the claim of another creditor, since its exclusion enlarges the 
fund in which he himself is to share. Oates v. Lilly, 84 N. C., 6438. 

The notes and drafts sued on by those claiming under class ten ag- 
gregate within a few thousands of the thirty-five thousand dollars speci- 
fied in that clause. This fact, however, cannot supply, by itself, evi- 
dence to show that Lockhart was “surety, indorser or acceptor” on the 
notes and drafts set out in the pleadings. 

While the judgment i is erroneous in holding that, upon admis- 

(294) sions in the answer, the appellees were entitled to share i in class 

ten, it may be that when the case goes back evidence can be found 

to prove that, notwithstanding in form, J. 8. Lockhart was not “surety, 

indorser or acceptor for W. T. Blackwell,” yet, in fact, that was the true | 

relation he occupied as to the notes and drafts in controversy. Souther- 

land v. Fremont, 107 N. C., 565. If so, it would be decreed that the | 

holders thereof should participate in said estate under class ten. If 

this is not shown, those claimants would come in under section 14 and 
share pro rata with the other creditors named in that class. 

Error. 


Cited: Dunn v. Beaman, 126 N. C., 769. 


B. H. COZART er at. vy. WEST OXFORD LAND COMPANY. 
Specific Performance—Breach of Contract—Issue for Jury. 


1. On the trial of an action for specific performance of a contract to purchase 
land it appeared that the land had been sold, pending the action, under 
prior encumbrance, and the sale confirmed by order of court, with consent 
of all parties, and that the complaint had been amended so as to claim 
damages for an alleged breach of contract by defendant to purchase... The 
defendant moved in this Court to dismiss the action on the ground that 
the plaintiff did not have and could not make title at the time of the trial, 
and also because no contract in writing between defendant and plaintiff 
had been shown: Held, that the motion to dismiss the action cannot be 
allowed, because (1) it is not now an action for specific performance, and 
(2) the defendant cannot avail itself of section 683 of The Code unless 
it had been specifically pleaded. 
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2. Where, on the trial of an action for specific performance to purchase land, 
the owner alleged an agreement by plaintiff to take a certain amount of 
stock in the defendant corporation, and to convey the land clear of en- 
cumbrance by a specified day, and his failure so to do, by reason whereof 

- the defendant was unable to make a sale and distribution of lots into 
which the land had been divided: Held, that it was error in the court 
below to refuse to submit an issue framed to ascertain whether such sale ~ 
and distribution of lots had been prevented by the failure of plaintiff to 
remove the encumbrance and take the stock. 


Action, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at April Term, (295) 
1893, of GRANVILLE. 

Defendant appealed. The ee are fully stated in the opinion of 
Associate Justice MacRae. 


T. T. Hicks for plaintiffs. 
Graham & Graham for defendant. 


| MacRag, J. The primary object of this action was to compel specific 
_ performance of an alleged contract between plaintiff B. H. Cozart and 

the defendant company for the purchase by defendant of plaintiff’s land, 
the discharge by defendant of certain liens or encumbrances upon said 
land, and the issue by defendant to said plaintiff of twenty shares of 
stock in defendant company; and as ancillary relief, to enjoin the other 
defendants from selling said land under their mortgages or trust deeds, 
pending this litigation. A restraining order was made. It appears by 
the complaint that upon an intimation of the judge that he would dis- 
solve the restraining order, it was agreed between the parties that the 
defendants Herndon & Cooper, mortgagees, might sell the land under 
their deeds, that they did sell the land, and the same was bought by 
defendant Herndon, and the sale was confirmed by an order of court 
- reciting the consent of parties thereto. 

Upon these changed conditions the plaintiff, B. H. Cozart, demands 
damages of defendant company for failure to comply with its contract. 

The pleadings are extremely voluminous, the complaint having been 
used as an affidavit to obtain the restraining order, and much of it is” 
directed to that question. The complaint has been twice amended, and 
there are several exhibits attached. 7 

The defendant company admits that there were negotiations een 
plaintiff and defendant in relation to the purchase of the land 
described, but denies that plaintiff complied with the agreement (296) 
to relieve the land of all encumbrances over $23,000, or that plain- 
tiff ever conveyed said land to defendant clear of all liens above said 
sum. It admits the tender of a deed, but denies that it was according 
to contract. Defendant further alleges, that relying upon plaintiff’s 
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promises to reduce the liens upon the land to $23,000 by a certain day, 
it paid off encumbrances to the amount of $3,000; that it had said land 
laid off and surveyed; that it advertised sales to be made upon the day 
last above referred to, and that by reason of the failure of plaintiff to re- 
duce the hens upon said land to $23,000 in compliance with his agree- 
ment, the defendant has been damaged to the amount of $5,000. De- 
fendant further claims the right to be subrogated to the rights of the 
holders of the encumbrances paid off by it, which were prior liens to the 
Herndon and Cooper mortgages, and demands further Judgment against 
plaintiff for $3,000, the amount so alleged to have been paid by the de- 
fendant. And the defendant charges that it was induced to enter into 
the contract or agreement with plaintiff by the false representations of 
plaintiff that the encumbrances upon the land did not amount to more 
than $19,000. To the answer there was a reply, reiterating the allega- 
tions of the complaint and denying all false representations. The plead- 
ings on both sides abound in the statement of evidential facts and matters 
only pertinent upon the question as to the right of plaintiff to the re- 
straining order. | 

In this Court the defendants move to dismiss the action upon the 
ground that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action, as it appears that. the land in controversy has been sold 
by consent of the plaintiffs under the Herndon mortgage, and the sale has 
been confirmed, and that the plaintiffs cannot execute title to the de- 
fendant land company, as they are no longer the owners of said land, 

and it is admitted in the complaint that the liens are in excess 
(297) of $23,000, and have not been reduced to that sum; and_also that 
there is no contract in writing shown between defendant corpora- 
tion and plaintiff. The motion is denied, because, first, the action is now 
for damages for an alleged breach of contract, and not to compel specific 
performance; second, if defendant had desired to avail himself of the 
defense of the statute, section 683 of The Code, he should have specifi- 
cally pleaded it. Curtis v. Piedmont Co., 109 N.C. 401. 

The defendant tendered the following issues: (1) “Was the agreement 
of the defendant, the West Oxford Land Company, to purchase the land 
of the plaintiff, B. H. Cozart, founded upon the representation made by 
the said B. H. Cozart that the judgments, liens and encumbrances on 
said land did not exceed $23, 0002”. (2) “Was said representation 
false ?” 

After a careful perusal of the answer we do not find it alleged that 
the plaintiff B. H. Cozart. represented that the judgments, liens and en- 
cumbrances on said land did not exceed $23,000. The answer charges 
that said Cozart repeatedly assured the defendant that the encumbrances 
on the said land would not exceed the sum of $18,000 or $19,000, and 
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that if the defendant would assume the payment of said encumbrances, 
he, the said Cozart, would sell said land at the price of $25,000, $2,000 
— of which he would take i in the capital stock of said company at par, and 
the difference between the amount of the said encumbrances and $23,000 
in cash. That, relying upon the representations of plaintiff, defendant 
agreed to take said. land at the prices stated, upon condition that plain- 
tiffs would execute and deliver a deed in fee simple to said land on or 
before 26 March, 1891. The defendant goes on at great length to detail 
the assertion of plaintiff that the encumbrances did not amount to more 
than $19,000, the reliance of defendant upon said statement and the 
consequent payment by defendant of debts of plaintiff to the 
amount of more than $3,000; the discovery that said encum- (298) 
- brances amounted to over $26,000; the néw promise of plaintiff 

that if defendant would take the land at the price stated, he (plaintiff) 
would relieve it of all encumbrances in excess of $23,000 on or before 
96 March, 1891; the acceptance of this offer by defendant if plaintiff 
would comply with his agreement on or before the time stated; the 
failure of plaintiff to comply, and his tender of a deed to defendant 
and refusal to accept the same by defendant, because the land had not 
been relieved of all encumbrances over $23,000; the execution of a deed 
for said land to Gregory, trustee, and the failure of defendant and 
Gregory, or either of them, to tender to defendant a deed in accordance 
with the agreement, and the great damage sustained by defendant 1 In 
consequence of such failure. 

The reply denies all false representations, and avers the readiness and 
willingness of plaintiffs and their offer to deliver to defendants a good 
deed for said land free from all encumbrances over and above the sum 
of $28,000, and the refusal of defendant to. comply with its contract. 
The reply further alleges that the deed above referred to was made to 
Gregory for the use of defendant, and as its agent, and sets forth an 
agreement made by Gregory (with plaintiff) for himself and his as- 
sociates to pay off all encumbrances on said land to the amount of $23,- 
000, and to pay to said Cozart the sum of $2,000 in stock of defendant 
company at par, and alleges, in substance, that the agreement made with 
Gregory was with him as agent of defendant company. If we have thus 
far extracted from the pleadings the true matter at issue between the- 
parties, there seems to be no great difference between them as to the 
terms of the contract, except in one particular, and as no issue was 
tendered on either side as to its terms, it seems to be conceded that the 
plaintiff and defendant company entered into an agreement or contract 
that the plaintiff B. H. Cozart would make to said defendant a deed in 
fee simple for the land named, relieved of all encumbrances over 
and above the sum of $23,000, the other plaintiffs, undertaking (299) 
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to discharge all liens or encumbrances in excess of said sum, and 
the defendant company undertook, in consideration for such deed and 
conveyance, to discharge the liens upon said land, which were debts of 
sald B. H. Cozart, to the amount of $23,000, and to issue to him twenty 
shares of stock in “said company at its par value, $2,000, and if the said 
liens should not amount to $23,000, to pay to said plaintiff the difference 
in cash. 

The contention of the plaintiffs is that they have Guess: since the 
making of the contract, been ready and willing, and have repeatedly 
offered, to convey said land to defendant company free from all encum- 
‘brances in excess of $23,000, and that defendant company has failed and 
refused to comply with its contract. But the land having been sold 
under some of the liens which were upon it, the original demand for - 
specific performance has been abandoned, and the plaintiffs now demand 
damages for breach of contract by defendant company. 

The defendant, on the other hand, contends that the plaintiffs have 
never tendered to it a deed for said land freed from all encumbrances 
‘in excess of $23,000. It contends further, that by the terms of the con- 
tract said deed was to have been delivered to it-on or before a day cer- 
‘tain, 10 March, 1891, and that the time of the delivery of said deed was 
of the essence of the contract; that upon the faith of plaintiff’s agree- 
‘ment defendant sold. stock end advertised a sale and distribution of the 
‘land to be made on 19 August, 1891, and incurred expenses of preparing 
the land for said sale, and paid off a part of the liens upon said land, 
and that by the failure and refusal of plaintiffs to comply with their 
contract the defendant has been damaged to the amount of $5,000 for 
‘the failure of its enterprise; and in the sum of $3,000, money paid by 

it in discharge of liens upon said property. Defendant also asks 
(300) that for the last named sum it be subrogated to the rights of the 

parties whose liens have been paid off. Defendant also alleges 
that it was induced to enter into the contract by reason of the false and 
fraudulent representations of plaintiff B. H. Cozart that the sum of the 
encumbrances upon said land did not amount to more than $18,000 or 
$19,000. The last charge seems to lose its force by reason of the de- 
-fendant’s further allegations of the agreement as to the satisfaction of 
all liens over $23,000, and that upon plaintiffs carrying out their agree- 
‘ment the defendant would take the land upon the terms above set forth. 

We can see, therefore, no necessity for the two issues first tendered 
“by defendant. The terms of the contract not being seriously controverted 
‘by either side, except in one particular, which we will reach directly, 
there was no necessity for the first and second additional issues presented 
‘by defendant, especially as oe said issues involved the finding of a 
special verdict by the jury. 
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There was, however, a sharp contention between the parties as to the 
question whether the performance of the contract was limited as to time, 
and we think that the third of the additional issues which arose upon the 
pleadings, was material and has not been presented in any other form 
to the jury: “Was the sale of lots and distribution of same 19 August, 
1891, prevented by the failure of plaintiffs to discharge the liens in ex- 
cess of $23,000, or from failure of plaintiffs to comply with the agree- 
ment to take stock in the West Oxford Land Company?” And this issue, 
we think, ought to have been submitted to the jury, as upon a response 
to it might have depended the findings upon otliers which were sub- 
mitted. 

As the case must go down for a new trial, it will be unnecessary to 
examine the numerous and interesting questions further presented, 
but we suggest that the matters in dispute between the parties are (801) 
greatly and unnecessarily complicated by the prolixity of the 
pleadings, much of which matter bearing upon the question of the re- 
straining order, as well as much statement of evidentiary facts, might 
be profitably eliminated upon a repleader before another trial. 

New trial. 


Cited: Cozart v. Herndon, 114 N. C., 252; Friedenwald v. Tobacco 
Co., 117 N. C., 587. 


OLLIN SULLIVAN et at. v. H. E. PARKER ET At. 


Construction of Wall—Intent of Testator—Devise to I legitimate 
Children. 


Although, by the rigid rule of testamentary interpretation, the word “chil- 
dren” includes only “legitimate children,’ yet where a will, considered in 
connection with surrounding circumstances, indicates that the illegitimate 
children of a person named shall partake of a limitation over to “all the 
children” of such person, the rule will be relaxed and effect given to such 
intention, so as to include not only illegitimate children of such given 
person living at the death of the testatrix, but also those living at the 
death of the person named when the limitation over takes effect. 


Perition for partition, transferred, after issue joined before the clerk, 
to the Superior Court, and heard before Bryan, J., at August Term, 
1893, of Duptry, upon a case agreed, as follows: 

ey, That Ann Garvey, at the time of her death, was seized in fee 
simple and in possession of the following described tract or parcel of 


221 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 113 


SULLIVAN UV. PARKER. 


land in North Carolina, Duplin County, and Kenansville Township 
(here follows description), containing 135 acres, more or less, which 
said land passed under the third item of the will of Ann Garvey, and 
which said will was executed on 2 August, 1872, and duly probated and 
recorded on 7 September, 1872. 
“9. That said Ann Garvey died between 2 August, 1872, and 7 Sep- 
tember, 1872; that at the time of the execution of her will she 
(302) was living in a house on the said lands with her daughter, Martha 
J. Bostick, who was living there with one Samuel T. Bostick, 
under the relations hereinafter set out. 

“3. That at the time of the execution of the said will the defendant 
Charity C. Bostick (now Parker) and her brother, H. T. Bostick, and 
all the plaintiffs except Dorotha W. Bostick and Marshall E. Bostick, 
were born and alive; that the plaintiffs, excepting O. L. Sullivan, the 
husband of one, are the SHaprms of the said Martha J. Bostick by the 
said 8S. T. Bostick. 

“4, That about 1854 the said 8. T. Bostick duly intermarried in the 
county of Duplin with one Barbara Merritt, with whom he lived for 
about a year, when she left him and resided in the county of New Hano- 
ver the greater part of the time till 1885, but resided part of the time in 
Charleston, 8S. C.; that S. T. Bostick never saw the said Barbara after 
she left him, but all the while had information that she was residing 
sometimes in New Hanover County and sometimes in Charleston, S. C.; 
that about 1885 or 1886 the said Barbara came back to the county of 
Duplin and died here, about the year 1889 or 1890, in the poorhouse; 
that no divorce was ever granted between the said 8. T. Bostick and 
Barbara Bostick, so far as the records of this county show. 

“5. That about 1859 the said Martha Jane (Garvey) duly intermar- 
ried in Duplin County with one Joseph Bostick, by whom she had two 
children—the defendant Charity C. Parker and one H. T. Bostick, now 
living in the State of Georgia; that said Joseph Bostick died in the 
Confederate army about 1862. 

“6, That in March, 1866, in the county of Duplin, a justice of the 
peace, having a license for the purpose, went through the legal form of 
solemnizing a marriage between the said S. T. Bostick and the said 
Martha J. Bostick. 

“7, That the said S. T. Bostick and Martha J. Bostick lived 

(303) together under ‘these relations until the death of Martha J. Bos- 

tic in November, 1881; that about 1868 the said 8. T. Bostick was 

convicted of fornication an agliery in living with the said Martha 
Jane Bostick.” 

The pertinent item of the will of Aa Garvey is set out in the opinion 
of Associate Justice Burwell. 
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Bryan, J., held that the illegitimate children of Martha Jane Bostick 
(those born after the death of the testatrix and living at the death of 
Martha Jane, as well as those living at the death of the testatrix) were 
entitled to share the land with the ‘legitimate ee and defendants 
appealed. 


H. R. Kornegay for plaintiffs. 
A. D. Ward and Allen & Dortch for defendants. 


-Burwett, J. The third item of the will of Ann Garvey is as follows: 
| “T will and devise all the balance of the estate of which I may die seized _ 
and possessed or to which I am lawful owner unto my daughter Martha 
Jane Bostick, for and during her natura] life, to have, hold and enjoy 
the same, free from the control, management or contracts of her husband 
or any other person, for and during her life, and at her death to all the 
children of her body, share and share alike, and their heirs forever.” 

In Howell v. Tyler, 91 N. ©., 207, Chief Justice Smith, discussing the 
case of Thompson v. M cDonald, 99 N, C., 463, says: “It is not necessary 
to question the correctness of this rigid rule of testamentary interpre- | 

tation, which seems to ignore to some extent the inquiry as to what the 
testator intended in using a word, since there was nothing in that case 
to explain the sense of the testator or to qualify the legal principle that 
such children have no parent and cannot be designated by a relation they 
do not sustain.” The “rigid rule” of which he was there speaking 
was that where there was a bequest to two sisters, naming them, (304) 
with a limitation over if either “should die without a child or 
children living at her death”—the word “children” was to be understood 
to mean legitimate children. And he proceeds to say that “a more 
general and fundamental rule, underlying all others, is to look at the 
whole instrument in the light of the surrounding circumstances when it | 
is made, and see, if we can, in what sense the testator used the word, for 
his intent must prevail over any legal mode of construing it where there 
is no antagonism.” 

Apply this fundamental rule to the will now before us—the words 
used are themselves significant—‘all the children of her body.” At the 
time these words were written to express the intention of the testatrix 
there had been born of the body of her daughter two children by a 
former marriage, who are the defendants and appellants, and four chil- 
dren, who are plaintiffs, and who were the result of that cohabitation 
between her and S. J. Bostick, the illegality of which is set out in the 
_ agreed facts. The testatrix, at the time she executed the will, was liv- 

ing in the house with her daughter and this man, towards whom that 
daughter stood in the relation of a wife in fact if not in law. An officer | 
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of the law, under a duly issued license, had solemnized a marriage be- 
tween them. She speaks in the will of the husband of her daughter, 
evidently meaning this man, to whom she no doubt considered her. 
daughter lawfully united. Considered in the hight of the surrounding 
circumstances when it was made, we must conclude that there should 
not be applied to the interpretation of this will that rigid rule, of the 
correctness of which Chief Justice Smith seems to intimate a doubt, 
having In mind, perhaps, what had been said by Battle, J., in Fairly v. 
Priest, 56 N. C., 383, in relation to the effect of the act (Rev. Code, ch. 

64, sec. 5) to legitimate a child as to its mother, and to make offspring 
that at common law was cruelly called nobody’s child, the heir, 

( 305) and in law, as in fact, the child of the mother that bore it; or to 

speak perhaps more accurately, the rule itself does not establish 
the defendants’ contention, for under it the word children prima facte 
means only legitimate i issue (Kirkpatrick v. Rogers, 41 N. ©., 130), and 
here we have in the will itself, considered in connection with all the 
circumstances that we are allowed to call to our aid or in our search 
for that all-important fact—the intent of the testatrix—more than 
- enough to rebut this prima facie case against these plaintifis, who were 
born before the death of the testatrix. 

Having concluded, for the reasons stated above, that those four of 
the plaintiffs who were in esse at the death of the testatrix are entitled, 
notwithstanding their illegitimacy, to be considered as included in the 
words “all the children of her body,” we think there can be found no 
good cause to stop short of the further conclusion that those children— 
the other two plaintiffs who, after the death of the testatrix, were born 
of that cohabitation which has been spoken of—should also be so in- 
cluded. The words are comprehensive—“all the children of her body.” 
This interpretation does, then, no violence, and is consonant with reason’ 
- and justice. It effectuates what we believe to have been the true intent 
of the testatrix. , 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Harrell v. Hagan, 147 N. C., 116. 
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: (306) 
CG. H. WILLIAMS v. JOHN D. KERR. | 


Presumption—Probate—Lost Records—Secondary Huidence—Statute of 


Limitations—Possession of Mortgagor—Foreclosure Proceedings— 
- Parties—Judge’s Charge. 7 


1. The acknowledgment of a deed before a justice of the peace or clerk of a 


4, 


county other than that in which the grantor resided or the land lay was 


invalid and did not authorize probate and registration [The Code, sec. 


1246 (1) ], and this is not cured by the curative acts of 1891, chapters 
12 and 102, and 1893, chapter 293, as to third parties who have acquired 
rights prior to the passage of such acts; but where the certificate of pro- 
bate of a deed recites that the justice of the peace taking the same was a 
justice of the peace of a given county where the land lies, the presumption 
is that he was such, and that he took the acknowledgment within the 
county. 


It is not necessary that a lost record should be supplied by an independent | 


action, for, upon satisfactory proof of loss, secondary evidence is admis- 
sible on a trial where it becomes material to show their contents. 


<i when a deed previously withheld from record is filed for registration, 


there iS a suit pending affecting the land, the holder of such deed is a 
purchaser pendente lite, and is bound by a decree in such suit as effectu- 
ally as if a party to the action. , 


Subsequent encumbrancers, while proper parties to a suit for foreclosure 


of a mortgage, are not necessary parties. 


5. Payment on a bond secured by mortgage before it goes out of date, and 


within ten years before suit brought, will prevent the bar of the statute 


- of limitations, and a purchaser of the land at a ee sale will not 


be barred. 


A mortgagor in possession of land holds under the mortgage, as also a 


purchaser from such mortgagor, provided he had notice of the mortgage, 
or if the mortgage was on record at the time of the purchase, and a seven- 
years holding by such mortgagor or his purchaser will not give title. 


Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, it appeared that the defend- 


ant purchased the land from the mortgagor within less than a year before 
the mortgagee brought suit to foreclose the mortgage, the trial judge cor- 
rectly charged the jury that if the defendant bought the land with actual 
knowledge of the mortgage, agreeing to assume the debt, he would be in 
possession under the mortgage; and further, that he would not have had 
possession long enough to make his title good against the mortgagee, even 
if his possession was adverse and without notice. 


Aotton for the recovery of real estate, tried before Winston, J., on ) 


and a jury,.at February Term, 1892, of SAMPSON. 


Both plaintiff and defendant claim title to the locus in quo from one 


James S. Boone. 


The eens offered a deed of mortgage inal 20 September, 187 6, 


225 


IN THE SUPREME COURT | [113 


WILLIAMS v. KERR. © 


duly registered, from said Boone and wife to M. E. Parker, wife of J.P. 
Parker. 

Defendant objected to introduction of said deed, because it did not ap- 
pear from the clerk’s commission that the person authorized to take the 
same was a justice of the peace, or a resident of the county, or that he 
took the acknowledgment in said county. Objection overruled. Ex- 
ception. 

The commission issued by the clerk to “James Stringfield, Fsq.,” did 
not show that he was a justice of the peace of the county, but the cer- 
tificate of probate signed by the justice described himself as a justice 
of the peace of the county. 

The plaintiff next proposed to show by the clerk and other witnesses. 
that the foreclosure papers in the case of Edward Williams v. J. 8. 
Boone and wife had been lost and could not be found. | 

Defendant objected, because said lost records could not be supplied in 
this way, and could only be supplied by an independent action to restore 
the same. Overruled, and exception. 

Plaintiff next offered Bizzell, the clerk, and M. C. Richardson: the 
commissioner, who sold the land and executed deed to the plaintiff, and 
also the attorney in said case, to wit, Mr. Cooper, and the defendant in 
this case, J. D. Kerr, as witnesses, each of whom swore that he had made 
diligent search for the lost papers in their respective law offices, and 
also in the clerk’s office, and had been unable to find them, and that they 
were lost; that they. had searched repeatedly. 

The court held that secondary evidence was now admissible, after ob- 

jection and exception. 
(308) Plaintiff next offered the record in the foreclosure case. 
Defendant objected to these records, because it appeared that 
suit was brought 19 September, 1889, and prior to that date the defend- 
ant had taken a deed from the mortgagor, and was in possession of the 
land, and also because he was not a party to the said suit. Overruled. 
Exception. 

Page 256 of Summons Teckét: Edward Williams v. J. 8S. Boone and 
wife, read in evidence, after objection and exception. 

Deed from M. C. Richardson, commissioner, to plaintiff, dated 4 Janu- 
ary, 1890, and duly registered, next read and put in evidence. Objection. 
overruled, and exception. 

It was proven that the defendant was in possession of the land in dis- 
pute, being the same described in the enn and also in the several 
deeds. : 

J.S. Boone, hen put on the stand as a witness for plaintiff, stated 
that he made the last payment on the land and mortgage to M. E. Par- 
ker in December, 1879, the payment being $75 or $80; the bond was $400 
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at first; credit was entered on the back of note; was in possession of the 
land until he sold it to Newkirk in 1883; sold land to Newkirk with the 
understanding that he was to assume the Parker debt; J. D. Kerr now 
in possession, and has claimed it ever since C. H. Williams bought it. 

M. C. Richardson sold the land. Kerr was present at the sale, and 
forbid the sale in presence of the plaintiff, who bought it. 

Defendant offered deed from Boone to Newkirk, dated 14 August, 
1883, registered 2 January, 1890, in Book 74, page 387; also deed from 
said Newkirk to defendant Kerr, dated 2 April, 1890, covering the land — 
in dispute. 

Plaintiff offered the answer to estop the defendant, and read the same 
as evidence. 

It appeared in evidence that on 12 April, 1890, a suit was brought by 
present plaintiff against present defendant to recover the same land, but 
at. October Term, 1891, a nonsuit was taken, and this action be-' 
gun within a year. (309 ) 

Upon the issue of the statute of limitations, the court charged 
the jury that if they believed that in December, 1879, Boone, the mort-., 
gagor, paid $75 on the bond, and that in September, 1889, within ten 
years, an action was begun to foreclose said mortgage; that the cause 
of action was not at said time barred by the ten-year statute of limita- 
tion; that the purchaser at such foreclosure sale was not at that time 
barred. if the debt was not out of date. Defendant excepted. | 
_ The court also charged the jury that a mortgagor in possession of land 
held under his mortgage, as did also a purchaser from such mortgagor, 
provided he had notice of the mortgage, and that if the mortgage was 
registered at the time of the purchase, that was notice to the purchaser. 
That a seven-years holding by such mortgagor or purchaser would not 
give title. Defendant excepted. | a 

Also, that if Newkirk had actual knowledge of the mortgage when he 
bought the land of Boone, and agreed to assume the Parker debt, and 
purchased with this understanding, he would be in possession under the 
mortgage. That the defendant, having bought of Newkirk in 1890, had 
not had possession of the land a sufficient length of time. to make his 
title good against the mortgagee, even if it were adverse and without — 
notice. Defendant excepted to this portion of the charge. __ 


W. R. Allen for plaintiff. 
J. D. Kerr for defendant. 


Grarx, J. It is true that if the ores was acknowledged before a — 
justice of the peace not of the proper county [The Code, sees., 1245, 
1246 (1) ], the registration would be invalid. DeCourcy v. Barr, 45 

. 227 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [443° 


WILLIAMS v. KERR. 


N. 0., 181; Todd v. Outlaw, 79 N. C., 235; Duke v. Markham, 105 
—  N. C., 181, and eases cited; Devlin on Deeds, secs. 487, 488. It 
(310) is also true, as contended, that the acts validating such irregular 
7 acknowledgments and probates (Laws 1891, chs. 12 and 102; 
Laws 1893, ch. 293), while good, probably, as heiwesn the parties, and 
as to third parties from the passage of the acts, would not validate such 
acknowledgments and probates as to third parties whose rights had al- 
ready been acquired prior tothe validating statutes. Gordon v. Collett, 
107 N. C., 362. But here the probate recites that the justice of the 
peace taking the same was a justice of the peace of Sampson County, 
where the land lay, and the presumption is that he was a justice of the 
peace of said county and that he took the acknowledgment within the 
same, subject to proof of the contrary. Kidd v. Venable, 111 N. C., 
5385; Darden v. Steamboat Co., 107 N. C., 487; Devereux v. McMahon, 
102 N. C., 284. 

Exception 2,—It was not necessary that the lost record should be sup- 
plied by an independent action. Upon satisfactory proof of loss, secon- 
\dary evidence is admissible. Mobley v. Watts, 98 N. C., 284; Hopper v. 
Justice, 111 N. C., 418. - 

Exception 3. —The proof of loss was - sufficient to justify the admission 
of secondary evidence of the lost records. 

Exception 4.—This goes upon the ground that the defendant was not 
a party to the proceedings in foreclosure. The defendant’s title was de- 
rived by conveyance from Newkirk, thé assignee of the mortgagor, and 
the. plaintiff had purchased at the foreclosure sale made under proceed- 
ings in which the mortgagee and the mortgagor were the parties. The 
foreclosure action was commenced on 19 September, 1889, and the sale 
by the commissioner under the decree rendered therein was on 4 Janu- 
ary, 1890. The records are lost, and it will be presumed that the decree 
was rendered upon a complaint regularly filed, setting out the facts. 
The deed from the mortgagor (Boone) to N Swink though dated August, 

' 1888, was not registered until 2 January, 1890, and the deed 
(311) from Newkirk to the defendant Kerr, though dated 15 October, 
1899, was not registered before 2 April, 1890. In Collingwood v. 
Brown, 106 N. C., 366, the Court say: “If, at the time it (the deed) is 
so filed for record, there j is a pending suit, the holder of such a deed, 
prev iously withheld from the record, is a pendente lite purchaser.” ‘And 
in that case it is held that such a purchaser i 1s as eee! bound as if 
a party to the action. 

It would be strange, indeed, if a party could take a deed pending: liti- 
gation, and could hold the dead 3 in his pocket, setting up no claim, and, 
after the litigation closes, could say he ought to have been made a 


party. 
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The defendants Kerr and Newkirk were not made parties because the 
records did not show that either had title or claim of title. Besides, 
subsequent encumbrancers are proper parties in a foreclosure proceeding, 
but not necessary parties. Kornegay v. Steamboat Co., 107 N. C., 115. 

Exceptions 5 and 6 are, it seems to us, simply exceptions out of 
“abundance of caution,” and are without merit. 

Exception 7.—If there was a payment on the mortgage bond within 
ten years before suit brought, the debt not being out of date, the pur- 
chaser at the foreclosure sale was not barred. The Code, sec. 152 (3); : 
Ely v. Bush, 89 N. C., 358. 

Huception 8.—The court correctly charged es jury that “a moreieer 
in possession of land held under his mortgage, as did also a purchaser 
from such mortgagor, provided he had notice of the mortgage, and if 
the mortgage was registered at the time of the purchase, that was a 
notice to the purchaser, and a seven-years holding by such mortgagor or 
purchaser would not give title.” Parker v. Banks, 79 N. C., 480. 

Exception 9.—The court correctly stated the law in charging that 
“if the purchaser bought the land with actual knowledge of the mortgage 
agreeing to assume the mortgage debt, he would be in possession under 
the mortgage, and the defendant having bought the land from the afore- 
said purchaser within less than a year before the suit was origi- 
nally brought (this suit having begun within one year after a (312) 
nonsuit taken in such original suit), the defendant would not have | 
had possession of the land long enough to make his title good against 
the mortgagee, even if his possession were adverse and without notice.” 
Parker v. Banks, supra. 

No error. 


Cited: Dizon v. Robbins, 114 N. C., 108; Harper v. Edwards, 115 
N. C., 248; Barrett v. Barrett, 120 N. C., 1830; McAllister v. Purcell, 
124 N. Cc. 264: Gammon v. Johnson, 126 N. C., 67; Jones v. Williams, 
155 N. C., 188, 194. 


DANIEL GATEWOOD er at. v. T. R. TOMLINSON er at. 
Married Woman—Inchoate Right of Dower. 


1. A married woman has an inchoate right or estate in one-third in value of 
all the lands of which her husband is possessed during coverture, but its 
enjoyment is postponed by the law until his death, and is contingent upon 

. her surviving him; therefore, 
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2. Where the husband’s land was sold under execution the wife cannot in his 
lifetime have her dower allotted until his death before her. - 


3. A summons in a proceeding for the allotment of dower is returnable before 
the clerk of the Superior Court, and not to the court in term. 


Acrion, heard on demurrer to sale complaint, before Whitaker, J, at 
May Term, 1893, of Anson. 

The demurrer was sustained, and plaintiffs appealed. 

The facts are succinctly stated in the opinion of Associate Justice 
— Burwell. 


k. T. Bennett for plaintiffs. 
R. HE. Intile for defendants. : | s 


Burwety, J. The plaintiffs were married in 1856; the husband ac- 
quired land in 1874; it was sold under execution against him in 1889; 
the defendant purchased it at the sale, and the feme plaintiff asks that 

' her dower in this land be allotted to her. The summons was re- 
(818) turnable to the Superior Court in term, and not before the clerk. 

A married woman’s rights in her husband’s lands are fixed by the 
statute. She has none therein, except such as are thus secured to her. 
The act, which is applicable here (The Code, sec. 2103), provides that 
upon the death of her husband, the plaintiff shall be entitled to an estate 
for her life in one-third in value of all lands of which her husband was 
seized during the coverture. By the express words of the statute, her 
enjoyment of the possession of one-third of the land is postponed until 
the death of her husband. The defendants have acquired the husband’s 
- rights. They stand in his place as to this land. She has, it is true, a 
right, an inchoate right or estate in the land, but its enjoyment is post- 
poned by the law until a death of her husband, and is contingent upon - 
her surviving him. 

The case of Felton v. Elliott, 66 N. C, 195, is directly in point, we 
think. Three reasons were given by Chief J es Pearson for dismiss- 
ing that case. The first two there specified apply here. 

No error. | 


Cited: Joyner v. Sugg, 181 N. C., 349; Rodman.v. Robinson, 184 
N. C., 505; Shackleford v. M oral, 142 N. C., 222; Linebarger v. Line- 
barger, 143 N. C., 231. | 


4 


280 


N. C.] SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


 McCaskiInn v. CURRIE. 


JOHN W. McCASKILL et au. v. JAMES L. CURRIE Et At. 
Verdict of Jury—Inconsistency of Findings—Setting Aside Verdict. 


Although the verdict of a jury should be set aside where it is so inconsistent 
in its responses to the issues or with the pleadings that the court cannot 
determine what judgment should be rendered in favor of a given party, 
or which of the parties is entitled to judgment, yet mere informality will 
not vitiate a verdict, and it should not be set aside when the two findings 
will support precisely the same judgment in favor of the same party, and 
where no injustice will result from an adjudication upon the substance 
or general purport of the verdict. 


McRae, J., dissents arguendo. 


Action, tried before Connor, J., and a jury, at August Term, 

1893, of Moorr. (814) 

Plaintiffs sought to have set ne and canceled a deed from : 
Alexander Robinson, their ancestor, to the defendant J. L. Currie, the 
material parts of the complaint being as follows: | 

“1, That on or about 1 May, 1886, one Alexander Robinson sold and 
conveyed to James L. Currie a parcel of land in Moore County, con- 
taining eighty acres, part of two hundred acres, adjoining the lands of 
James L. Currie, deseribed in said deed aforesaid, for the recited con- 
sideration of five hundred dollars ($500), and afterwards, without the 
knowledge or consent of said Alexander Robinson, and after said deed 
was delivered, and without any consideration, the said James L. Currie 
fraudulently inserted i in said deed the description, courses and boundaries 
of another tract of land belonging to said Alexander Robinson, contain- 
ing one hundred and fifty acres, on Downing Creek in Moore County, 
purchased by said Robinson from —_-~-_-_- McKimmon, known as the 
Sandy Robinson place, adjoining the lands of James L. Currie, John 
M. Graham, Stephen Bennett and others, described in said deed from 
Alexander Robinson to James L. Currie. 

“9. That the consideration recited in said deed is greatly less than 
the value of said land, the 150-acre tract alone being worth $1,500. 

“3, That at the time of the execution of said deed said Alexander 
Robinson was not of sufficient mental capacity to execute a deed, nor 
had he sufficient mental capacity to understand the nature of a contract, 
and his signature to said deed was obtained by the defendant James L. 
Currie by undue persuasion and false representations as to the contents 
and nature of said deed, representing that it embraced only the aighty 
acres aforesaid. 

“4 That the defendant James L. Currie was the friend aa 
confidential adviser of said Alexander Robinson for many years (315) 
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before his death, and said Robinson had and reposed unbounded 
confidence in said Currie in all business transactions and relations, 
_ and was easily influenced by said Currie in the most important matters, 
and that said Currie took advantage of these circumstances and existing 
state of facts to procure said deed. 

“5. That as plaintifis believe, said Currie has never paid the con- 
sideration price expressed in said deed for said eighty acres of land.” 
- The answer of James L. Currie denied the material allegations in the 
complaint. 

The defendant moved that the plaintiffs be required to elect between 
the inconsistent allegations in the complaint, on the ground that it could 
not be true that the defendant obtained the deed by fraud and undue 
influence as to the one hundred and fifty acres, when the one hundred 
and fifty acres was not, as alleged, described in the deed when it was 
executed. Motion refused, and defendant excepted. 7 

The suit was prosecuted against James L. Currie only, his codefendant | 
having died since the commencement of this action. : 

The following issues were submitted to the jury, to both of which the 
jury responded “Yes”: 

“1, Did the defendant procure the deed from Alexander Robinson 
by undue influence or false representations as to the 150-acre tract? 

“2. Did the defendant, after the execution of the deed, fraudulently 
‘and without the knowledge. and consent of Alexander Robinson, insert 
in said deed the 150-acre tract ?” 

_ After the verdict was rendered the defendant moved ie set aside the 
same, on the ground that the issues and the answers thereto were. incon- 
sistent and contradictory. 

Whereupon his-Honor made the following sede to wit: | 

“lt appearing to the court that the verdict of the j jury upon the 
(316) issues is contradictory and inconsistent, the same is for that . 
reason set aside and a new trial awarded. " 

To which the plaintiffs excepted, and mEpene 


Black & Adams for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Hinsdale and W. E. Murchison for inte 


Avery, J. Where the verdict of a jury is either so inconsistent or so. 
indefinite that the court cannot determine upon the pleadings and find- 
ings what judgment should be rendered in favor of a given party, or 
which of the parties is entitled to judgment, it must be set aside and 
a new trial awarded. Allen v. Sallinger, 105 N. C., 333; Crews v. Crews, 
64 N. C., 586. The same result must follow where findings of the jury 
are irreconcilably inconsistent with the admissions in the pleadings. 
Tankard v. Tankard, 79 N. C., 54. 7 
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A. careful review of the cases in which this Court has given its ap- 
proval to setting aside verdicts on account of inconsistent findings, dis- 
closes the fact that the rulings have invariably rested upon the ground 
that there were two responses to different issues in each case, one of 
which would support a decree for the defendant, while the other would 
entitle the plaintiff to recover. So that the court could not proceed to 
judgment because there was no principle of law which empowered the 
judge to choose between two contestants, both of whom had been declared | 
by the jury to be the prevailing party. Mitchell v. Brown, 88 N. C., 
156; Bank v,. Alexander, 84 N. C., 30; Morrison v. Watson, 95 N. C., 
479; Turrentine v. Railroad, 92 N. C., 638; Porter v. Railroad, 97 
N. C., 66; Allen v. Sallinger, supra; Puffer v. Lucas, 107 N. C., 322. 
But when the verdict points out who is the prevailing party, and de- 
termines distinctly the facts upon which the nature and measure of his 
redress depend, the court is not precluded from pronouncing the sen- 
tence of the law upon the findings, because, upon two allegations in the 
complaint, in the nature of separate counts in a declaration or 
distinct grounds of action, issues have been framed and responses (317) 
returned which are notin perfect harmony with each other, when 
it appears that upon either finding, considered separately, the same party. 
(here the plaintiff) would be entitled to precisely the same Judgment. 
In the case at bar, whether the defendant inserted the description of the 
150-acre tract of land in the deed before it was signed, and by undue in- 
fluence or false representation induced the grantor to execute it in that — 
shape, or whether after execution he forged the portion of the deed em- 
bracing the calls of that tract, in either event the court would declare 
the deed fraudulent and void as a conveyance of the 150-acre tract, and 
adjudge that the plaintiff recover the possession, and costs in the action. 
Indeed, we can readily understand how the jury might have been misled 
so far as to intend by the response to the first issue to find that the de- 
fendant represented to Alexander Robinson that he was conveying only 
the eighty-acre tract, and afterwards altered the deed by inserting the 
description of the other tract. 
If the judge who presided in the court haloe entertained any doubt 

about the weight of the evidence, and thought that the findings of the 
jury upon both issues, together with other circumstances, indicated that 
they were unduly biased in favor of the plaintiff, he might have set 
aside the verdict in the exercise of a sound discretion, and the order 
would not have been reviewable here. But we do not think that the 
verdict is so contradictory or inconsistent that the court could not see 
what judgment should be entered. Mere informality will not vitiate a 
verdict if it appears that no injustice will result from an adjudication 
upon its substance or general purport. Hawkins v. House, 65 N. C., 
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614; McMahan v. Miller, 82 N. C., 317; Walker v. Mebane, 90 N. C., 
259. 
We have extended our examination of authorities upon the practice 
in eases of this kind to the text-writers and decisions of other 
(818) courts, and we have not found any case where two findings, which 
would support precisely the same judgment in favor of the same 
party, have been set aside on the ground of inconsistency in the verdict. 
Potter v. Hancock, 30 Conn., 518; Hilliard New Trials, p, 148. The 
Supreme Court of New York, in the case of yatt v, Railroad, 6 Hun, 
306, held that a verdict was inconsistent where the jury assessed punitive 
damages against a railway company on accourit of an assault on the 
plaintiff by its conductor, who was a codefendant, but did not find a 
verdict against the conductor, because ex necessitate, if the conductor 
was in fault the company was not liable. The finding in favor of the 
conductor necessarily meant that the plaintiff was entitled to recover 
nothing against the corporation, while the assessment of damages against 
the company was a basis for a judgment for the amount against it. The 
verdict was set aside, because, in one aspect of it, the plaintiff was en- 
titled to recover, while in another he was not. The test; therefore, is 
whether there are two phases of a verdict—the one entitling the one © 
party and the other the adverse party to a judgment in his favor. 

The judgment of the court is reversed and the case remanded, to the 
end that judgment may be rendered upon the verdict in favor of the 
- plaintiff. 

Reversed. 


- MacRaz, J., (dissenting). I am constrained to dissent from the con-. 
clusion reached by a majority of the Court, and to concur in the view | 
taken by the learned judge who tried the case below. It seems to me 
that the responses to the two issues are so inconsistent and illogical that 
they cannot stand together, and as the court could not select either one 
as against the other, both should be rejected. The response to the first 
issue necessarily negatives the second, for if the defendant procured the 
deed from Alexander Robinson by undue influence or false representa- 
| - tion as to the 150-acre tract, it was physically impossible that he 
(319) should have inserted the calls of this tract in the deed after its 
execution. If, on the other hand, the defendant, fraudulently and 
without the knowledge and consent of Alexander Robinson, inserted in 
said deed the 150-acre tract, it was equally impossible that he should 
have procured the deed from Robinson by undue influence and fraudulent 
representation as to the 150 acres. So that, by the verdict, we have, in 
_effect,.an affirmative and a negative response to each issue. - 


Cited: Turner v. vane, 132 N.C., 188; Stern v. Benbow, 151 N. C, 463. 
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JAMES M. ALLEN et aL. v. 8S. H. MCLENDON Er At. 
Certiorari—O missions from Case on Appeal. 


A case on appeal settled by the trial judge imports absolute verity, and this — 
Court will not, certainly, in the first instance, direct a certiorari to be 
issued to supply evidence alleged to have been omitted when it does not 
appear that the judge below has intimated that he will make the correc- 
tion if the case is presented to him again for the purpose. 


Battle & Mordecai for plaintiffs. 
R. E. Inttle for defendants. 


MacRaz, J. This was a petition for a certiorari, filed in this Court 
_ upon the ground that his Honor, in making up the case on appeal, had 
' inadvertently omitted some portions of the testimony which were ma- 
terial to be set out, in order that the appellant might fairly present his 
exceptions; that said testimony was set out in the case tendered by the 
appellant, and in the countercase offered by appellee, and also ap- 
peared in the notes of the judge which were attached to the affidavit 
of the petitioner, and that the foregoing facts are the grounds of pe- 
titioners’ belief that if an opportunity was afforded him, his 
Honor would insert in the case the testimony referred to, in (320) 
response to the certiorart. There is no allegation, however, that 
any application had been made to his Honor, or that any intimation 
had been made by him that he would, upon opportunity, make the amend- 
ment desired. 

In Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 571, the matter involved in this ap- 
_ plication was very fully considered and discussed. In that case his 
Honor below had, upon application to him, intimated that he would in-- 
sert the testimony referred to in response to a certiorart, and the same 
“was granted. 

- And ‘in Broadwell v. Pai: 111 N. C., 457, the petitioner gave his 
reason for his belief that the judge would ‘insert the testimony to be that 
he had informed petitioner’s counsel that. he had the evidence taken 
down at the trial, and that he would furnish the same if the case was 
again placed before him, and there the motion was granted. | 

But it is said in McDaniel v. King, 89 N. C., 29: “If the judge, by 
inadvertence, mistake or misapprehension, has failed to settle the case 
for this Court correctly, we cannot doubt that he will gladly correct his 
error, either with or without notice to the parties to the action, as he 
may deem just and proper. This Court will not, certainly in the first 
instance, resort to harsh and extreme remedies to compel courts to dis- 
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charge their duties correctly and correct their errors in respect to cases 
coming to this Court by appeal. | : 

This case settled by the trial judge imports absolute verity. 

This Court has no authority to require the judge, in settling the case, 
to set forth any matter of evidence alleged to have been omitted. It is 
entirely within his discretion to amend the case when the opportunity is 
afforded him by the certiorari. “The writ will not, even in such case, 
be granted unless the grounds for such belief are set forth so that the 
court may pass upon the reasonableness thereof.” Lowe wv. Elliott, 107 
N. C., 718, and cases there cited. 

It seems but fair to the trial judge that he should have the op- 
(321) portunity presented to him to intimate whether he will make the 
desired correction. 

For the reasons stated in McDaniel v. King, supra, that this Gaunt 
will not direct a certiorart to be issued in the first instance, it not being 
made to appear that the judge below has intimated that he will make 
the correction if the case is presented to him again, the prayer of the pe- 
titioner is denied. 

Certiorari denied. 


Cited: Cameron v. Power Co., 187 N. ©., 105; Slocumb v. Construc- 
tion, 142 N. C., 351, 352; Martin »v. Knight, 147 N. C., 581. 


JAMES M. ALLEN et au. v. 8. H. McLENDON ET AL. 


Motion to Set Aside Fraudulent M ortgage—Judgment Creditors—Ev1- 
dence—Amendment of Pleading on the Trial. 


1. In an action to foreclose a mortgage, judgment creditors of the mortgagor 
became parties defendant and attacked the mortgage as fraudulent. An 
issue submitted by the judge confined the inquiry as to the fraud to the 
knowledge of the mortgagee, while one tendered by the plaintiff and re- 
fused extended the inquiry to his participation in, as well as knowledge 
of, the fraud. In response to another issue, the jury found that the debt 
alleged to be due by the mortgagor to the mortgagee was not bona fide: 
Held, that such finding of the jury renders immaterial an inquiry as to - 
whether the mortgage would have been vitiated simply by notice of fraud 
on the part of the mortgagor fixed upon the mortgagee. _ 

-2. Where, in an action to foreclose a mortgage, judgment creditors of the 

mortgagor became parties defendant and filed an answer, in the nature 

of a complaint, setting out their judgments and asking that the mortgage 
be set aside as fraudulent, the mortgagor made no reply, but plaintiff 


236 


N.C.] SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 
ALLEN v. McCLENDON.. 


- excepted to the evidence offered to prove. such indebtedness: Held, that 
the question of the indebtedness of the mortgagor to the judgment credi- 
tors was a matter between them, and did not concern the mortgagee, 
especially where the jury found that his alleged debt was not bona fide © 
and that the mortgage was fraudulent. 


3. On an issue as to the bona fides of a mortgage given to secure an alleged 
preéxisting indebtedness, the tax lists for several years in the county and 
township in which mortgagee resided were competent to be submitted, 

- not as absolute and convincing evidence, but as some evidence that the 
mortgagee had no solvent credits. 


4. It is within the discretion of a trial judge to permit an amendment of the 
pleadings on the trial when such amendment does not change the charac- 
ter of the action. 


5. In the trial of an issue relating to the bona fides of a conveyance, it was 
proper for the trial judge to instruct-the jury that the law looks with 
suspicion upon a transaction whereby one indebted to others conveys his 
property, or a part of it, to a brother-in-law to secure an alleged pre- 
existing indebtedness, and that it was the duty of the jury to scrutinize 
the matter closely in considering its validity. 


BurwEt1, J., did not sit on the hearing of this ease. 


Action, tried at May Term, 1893, of Anson, before Whitaker, J. 

The action was. brought by James M. Allen against S. H. McLendon 
and wife for the foreclosure of a mortgage theretofore made by defend- 
ants to plaintiffs to secure the payment of a note for $2,040.57 and in- 
terest. A complaint was filed at the return term, and for want of an 
answer judgment final by default was rendered at the same term and a 
‘foreclosure sale decreed. At the succeeding term of the court, W. A. 
‘Liles, executor of Nancy McLendon, was allowed to become a party 
‘plaintiff, and filed a complaint alleging that defendants had executed 
another mortgage to this plaintiff’s testatrix since the before-mentioned 
‘mortgage was made, and a that his rights under the second. mort- 
- gage might be protected. 

Upon report of sale and affidavits at a subsequent term, the sale was 
get aside, resale ordered and the clerk appointed commissioner, who 
‘made sale and reported that plaintiff Allen was the last and highest bid- 
der, but being the mortgagee creditor had paid in. no money. Pending 
the motion for confirmation of this sale, a large number of judgment 
creditors of defendant S. H. McLendon were allowed to come in and 
‘make themselves defendants and filed an answer, duly verified, 
alleging the indebtedness to them of ‘defendant S. H. McLendon, (323) 
_and further, that in April, 1885, the defendants, McLendon and 
‘wife, conveyed with other lands, the lands described in the mortgage 
‘thereafter made to plaintiff Allen, who was the clerk and brother-in-law - 
of 8. H. McLendon, and that. said Allen, by deed in May, 1885, con- 
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veyed to his sister, the feme defendant L. A. McLendon, all of said 
lands; and they allege that all of said conveyances, including the mort- 
gage made by said McLendon and wife to said Allen, were fraudulent 
and void as to the said creditors, and that the judgment of foreclosure: 
was obtained by fraud and collusion, and they demanded that the same 
be canceled, vacated and set aside. Plaintiff Allen filed his reply, deny- 
ing all fraud or collusion, admitting the conveyances and mortgage, and 


alleging that the same were bona fide and for-valuable consideration, and — 


denying all knowledge or information as to the judgments alleged by 
defendants. McLendon and wife filed no reply. A receiver was ap- 
pointed. 

At said May Term, 1893, the following issues were submitted to the 
jury, and responded to as follows: 

“1, Was the mortgage by S. H. McLendon and wife to James M. Allen 
executed with intent to fraudulently hinder or delay the creditors of 
S. H. McLendon? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“9, Tf yes, did the plaintiffs have knowledge of such frandcient in- 
tent? Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“3. Was the alleged indebtedness to plaintiff, or any part thereof, 
bona fide; 1f so, -what eda Answer: ‘No part.’ 

“4, Was the defendant S. H. McLendon indebted to defendants as 
alleged in their answer ? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

Plaintiff Allen moved for a new trial; the motion was denied, and 
judgment was rendered vacating the former judgment and decree of 
foreclosure, and setting aside and declaring void the deeds and mort- 

gages aforementioned, directing the receiver to sell the lands 

(324) named in said deeds nad mortgage for cash, and report, and the 

- Gause was retained for further directions and the distribution of 

the proceeds of said sale among the judgment creditor defendants and 
W. A. Liles, executor, pro rata, and for costs. Only James M. Allen ap- 

peer The exceptions are stated in the opinion. | 


‘Battle & Mordecas for plaintiff. 
‘R. E. Little for defendants. 


recsres J. The plaintiff Allen tendered the following i issues: 
“1, Was the mortgage executed by S. H. McLendon and wife to the 
plaintiff J. M. Allen made to secure a bona fide debt to the plaintiff, and 
has the same, or any part thereof, since been paid ? 

“9, Was the said mortgage exectited with the intent to defraud the 
_ereditors of S. H. McLendon ? 
“3. Did the plaintiff know of and participate in a fraud ?” 
The first exception was to the submission by the court of the second 
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issue submitted, and the refusal by the court to sabi the third issue 
tendered by the plaintiff. 


The issue submitted confined the question to the knowledge of the 


grantee, while that tendered and refused extended the inquiry to a par- 
ticipation in, as well as knowledge of, the fraud. The rule is that “A 
_ mortgage deed executed to secure the payment of money loaned or of a 
valid preéxisting debt, but also with the intent on the part of the mort- 
- gagor to hinder, delay or defraud his creditors, will, nevertheless, be 
- deemed valid and enforced by the courts as against the claims of eredi- 
tors other than the mortgagee or cestuc que trust, unless the beneficiary 
under the deed had knowledge of and participated in the fraud.” Wood- 
ruff v. Bowles, 104 N. C., 197; Hudson v. Jordan, 108 N. C., 12; Battle 
v. Mayo, 102 N. C., 413. But the response of the jury to the third 
issue, that the alleged indebtedness of McLendon to plaintiff (325) 
Allen was not bona fide—in other words, that there was no debt 

to be secured by the mortgage, and therefore that the conveyance was 
necessarily fraudulent as to both grantor and grantee—relieves us of the 
necessity of considering the question whether the mortgage would have 
been vitiated simply by notice oF fraud on the part of the mortgagor 
fixed upon the mortgagee. | 

The plaintiff Allen objected and. excepted to the evidence offered to — 
prove the judgment indebtedness of S. H. McLendon to the new parties 
defendant, but that was a matter between defendant McLendon and the 
other defendants, who had put in a duly verified answer, in the nature 
of a complaint, charging that they were judgment creditors of said Mc- 
Lendon in the sums set out. He made no reply, and the alleged judg- 
ment creditors were entitled to judgment against him as to the indebted- 
ness. Besides, it appears that most of the judgments were proved by the 
judgment docket, which was proof of the record itself; and if there was. 
irregularity in proof of any of the Judgments rendered by justices of the - 
peace, it cannot now concern this plaintiff, by reason of the =ononre to 
the first, second and third issues. 

For the purpose of showing that McLendon was not indebted to Allen, 
it was entirely competent to offer the tax lists for several years in the 
county and township of said Allen’s residence to show that he listed no 
solvent credits. While this may not have been absolute and convincing 
proof, it was surely some evidence competent to go to the Jury upon the 
question stated. 

J. M. Allen testified that he owned a tract of pene in Anson County, 
worth $250, which he had bought in 1886 on credit. He was then asked 
by his counsel what other property, if any, he owned outside of the 
mortgage sued on. Defendants objected.. The objection was sustained, 
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and plaintiff Allen excepted. As the testimony is reported, there is no 
aroune on which to base this exception. 
Defendant McLendon testified as a witness for plaintiff Allen 
(326) that he (witness) owned several tracts of land, naming them and 
their values. Witness was asked on cross-examination if this land 
or a portion of it had not been allotted to him as his homestead, and at 
what price. His answer was objected and excepted to. Whatever may 
have been the object of the question there could be no valid objection 
to it and the answer, for it was asked and answered upon cross-examina- 
tion. 

The defendants were allowed to amend their answer during the trial 
by inserting the words “not due” and “illegal,” to which plaintiff Allen 
‘ excepted. ‘This was within the discretion of his Honor, and not subject 
to review. The amendment did not change the character of the action. 

_ We see no error in the charge of his Honor that the law looks with 
suspicion upon a transaction of this kind—where the defendant Mc- 
Lendon is indebted to others, and conveys his property or a part thereof | 
to his brother-in-law—that they were required to scrutinize the matter 
closely in reaching their conclusion as to its validity. The language 
seems to follow an-approved precedent in roe v. Mitchell, 102 N.C., 
347, 

The exceptions—“(2) Because the court did not put its charge in 
writing and read it to the jury; (8) Because the court stated in full the 
contentions of the defendants, and failed and neglected to state the con- 
tention of the plaintiff Allen; and (4) Because the court failed to charge 
the jury as requested by. plaintiff,” are met by the statement in the case 
that “the plaintiff Allen did not request the court to put its charge to 
the jury in writing; the plaintiff Allen did not tender or show to the 
‘court any requests or prayers for instructions to the jury; and the court 
in its charge did state to the Jury carefully, particularly and fully the 
contention of the plaintiff Allen as to all the questions embraced by the 

different issues submitted to them.” These findings are binding upon 
us. | : 
There was also a motion for Judgment non obstante verdicto, 
(327) but we have not been furnished with the grounds of the motion, 
and we see nothing in the plea which confesses a cause of action, 
nor that the matter relied on in defense is insufficient. 
No error. ) 


Cited: Calvert v. Alvey, 152 N. C., 613; Hamilton v. Lumber Co., 160 
N. C., 52. 
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LEVI MORRISON v. K. M. McDONALD. 


M otton to Set Aside J udgment—Statute Affecting Vested Rights, Con- 
stitutronalaty of. 


1. Before the passage of chapter 81, Laws 1893, amending section 274 of The 
Code, a judgment based on a verdict could not be set aside for od 
neglect, ete. . 

2, The Legislature has no right, directly or indirectly, to annul, in whole or 
in part, a judgment already rendered or to reopen and rehear judgments 
by which the rights of the pares are finally adjudicated and vested ; 
therefore, — 

3, A judgment based on a verdict, and from which there was no appeal, ren- — 
dered before the passage of the act (ch. 81, Acts 1893) extending the 

' remedial effect of section 274 of The Code to judgments based on verdict, | 
cannot be set aside for excusable neglect, ete. 


The plaintiff recovered judgment against the defendant for $150 with 
interest, before a justice of the peace, from which the defendant ap- 
pealed to the Superior Court. 

At the December Term, 1892, of Moors, in the absence of the defend- 
ant, the case was tried-—the following i issues having been submitted to 
the j jury, viz: 

“Ts the defendant indebted to the plaintiff; if so, in what amount?” 

To which the jury responded, “Yes; $150, with interest from the ---_ | 
day of August, 1891.” _ Whereupon, the following judgment was rend-— 
ered : 


“This cause coming on to be tried upon appeal from justice’s | 
court, and being tried, and the jury having found all issues in (328) 
favor of plaintiff, on motion of Douglass & Shaw, it is adjudged 
by the court that the plaintiff recover of the defendant the sum of $150, 
with interest from ____ day of August, 1891, and the cost of this action. 
an affirming the judgment of the justice’s court. | 

“Rost. W. WINSTON, 
“Judge Presiding.” 


Said cause had been agaunaed the preceding term for the defendant, 
on account of his absence. | 

At August Term, 1893, of said Superior Court, before Connor, J., 
the defendant moved to set aside judgment and verdict of the jury, upon 
his affidavit and the certificate of his physician showing that when said 
judgment was recovered at the December Term the defendant was sick 


and unable to attend court.. : 
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His Honor refused to grant said motion, for the reason that said 
judgment was rendered and duly docketed previous to the passage of the 
Act of the Legislature authorizing the setting aside the verdict, and 
therefore refused to set aside the judgment and verdict, to which the de- 
fendant excepted and appealed. 


Thomas J. Shaw for plainteff.. 
Black & Adams for defendant. 


SHEepHERD, O. J. While it is true, as a general proposition, that laws 
may be passed so as to operate retrospectively upon existing remedies 
- or procedure, it is also well established that where such legislation has 
the effect of disturbing vested rights, it must be construed as prospective 
in its operation only. In accordance with this qualifying principle, it 

is laid down by Black in his Constitutional Prohibitions, sections 

(329) 198 and 199, that “the Legislature has no constitutional power 

| to grant to a party litigant a right to an appeal or writ of error, 

_ in eases where no such right existed when the judgment was pronounced, 

or where the right has been definitely forfeited. . . . It is well 

ruled that a statute authorizing the opening of judgments rendered 

since a certain anterior date impairs vested rights and infringes on the 
judicial department of the government.” | 

Wade, in his Retrospective Laws, section 171, says: “The rights se- 
cured to either party to a suit by an adjudication of the matter in con- 
troversy between them, are proprietary rights which the Constitution 
will protect. . . . Tf the constitutional provisions referred to were 
insufficient to protect judgments, final and conclusive, under the law 
as it existed at the time of their rendition, because there was no appeal, 
- then they would be equally insufficient to secure the rights of judgment _ 
creditors after affirmance by the Court of last resort. Litigation © 
would have no end so long as the Legislature maintained the power to 
reopen a case in which possible errors may have been committed.” | 

In Black Judgments, section 298, it is said: “While a statute may, 
indeed, declare what judgments shall an future be subject to be vacated, 
or when or how, or for what causes; it cannot apply retrospectively to 
judgments already rendered and which had become final and unalterable 
by the court before its passage. Such an act would be unconstitutional 
and void on two grounds; first, because it would unlawfully impair the 
fixed and vested rights of the successful litigant, and second, because it 
would be an unwarranted invasion of the province of the judicial depart- 
ment. It is therefore held by a majority of the decisions that a statute 
vacating, or directing the courts to vacate a particular judgment or class 
of judgments already rendered and become final before the enactment 
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of the statute, and granting new trials in such actions, is uncon- 
stitutional and invalid.” 1 Freeman Judgments, section 90; (330) 
Sedgwick Stat. Law, 195; Potter’s Dwarris Statutes, 162, n. 9. 

In support of the foregoing propositions, many decisions are cited, but 
we will refer to only a few, and these simply by way of illustration. 

In Stewart v. Davidson, 10 Smedes & Marshall, 351, it was held that 
a statute giving to probate courts the power to entertain bills of review 
of its own decrees and judgments, had no retrospective operation so as 
to allow the entertainment of a bill to review a decree of the court 
rendered prior to the passage of the act. Chief Justice Sharkey, in 
delivering the opinion of the court, said that the judgment was liable 
to be reversed by appeal or writ of error upon exceptions, but as no such 
course had been pursued, the parties interested in the judgment had ac- 
quired rights under it, which could not be impaired by subsequent legis- 
lation. 

In Atkinson v. Dunlop, 50 Me., 111, it was held that a statute allow- 
ing previously adjudicated cases to be opened by a petition for review, 
if retrospective and intended to apply to cases in which existing remedies 
had been exhausted and the judgments had become final by the expiration 
of the time penis for appeals or reviews, was “manifestly unconstitu- 
tional.” 

In McCade v. iene. 6 Har. Pa., 111, it was held that a statute 
allowing a writ of error in cases where none lay before the passage of 
the act could have but a prospective operation, and this on the ground 
that as to existing judgments it would be unconstitutional and void. 

In Ratcliffe v. Anderson, 31 Grat., 105, it was held that an act au- 
thorizing the reopening of judgments rendered prior to its passage was 
in conflict with the fundamental law. The court (Christian, J.) said: 
“Both upon principle and authority, we conclude that the Legislature 
has no right, directly or indirectly, to annul, in whole or in part, a judg-- 
ment or decree of a court already rendered, or to authorize the 
courts to reopen and rehear judgments and decrees, already final, (331) - 
by which the rights of the parties are finally adjudicated, fixed 
and vested; and that every such attempt of legislative action is plainly 
an invasion of judicial power, and therefore unconstitutional and void.” 
In another part of the opinion the learned judge said: “At the time 
the act under review was passed, the money adjudged to be paid to the 
defendant in error was his property, in a legal sense, and of this he 
could not be deprived, and his vested right therein could not be impaired 
by subsequent legislation.” 30 Barb., 10; 11 Paige, 400; 2 Allen, 361; 
27 Barb., 154. 

The application of the above principle affords an easy solution of the 
question presented by this appeal. At the December Term, 1892, of the 
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Superior Court of Moore County a judgment was rendered against the 
defendant in favor of the plaintiff for the sum of $150. This judgment 
was based upon a verdict, and there was no appeal, nor is it contended 
that the judgment was in any respect irregular. The defendant, there- 
fore, can only seek relief under The Code, sec. 274, on the ground that 
the judgment was taken against him through his mistake or excusable 
neglect. It is well settled that at the time of the rendition of the Judg- 
ment it could not have been set aside under the above-mentiond provi- 
sion of The Code, as it has been decided that it was not applicable to 
eases in which a judgment had been rendered upon verdict. Brown v. 
Rhinehart, 112 N. C., 772. The plaintiff, then, had an absolute and 
‘final judgment, duly docketed, and as the law then stood no court had the 
authority to set it aside. This judgment, according to the foregoing 
authorities, was “property,” or a “vested right,” and could not be dis- 
turbed by the Legislature. Some time after the judgment was rendered 
and docketed, an act was passed extending the said provision of The 
Code to cases in which a verdict had been rendered (Laws 1893, ch. 81), 
and it is under this amendatory act that the defendant prosecutes his 

motion. This certainly comes within the principles we have 
(332) stated, and we think his Honor was correct in holding that the 

amendatory act was applicable only to judgménts rendered after © 
its enactment. The result thus reached is all the more satisfactory when 
it is considered that the plaintiff, by having had his judgment docketed, 
had acquired a lien upon the real estate of the defendant. _ 
Affirmed. | 


Cited: Ins. Co. v. Scott, 136 N. C., 158; Jones v. Schull, 153 N. C., 
521; Mann v. Hall, 163 N. C., 53, 59. 


J. J. ADAMS v. FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF WINSTON. 


Bank Dealings—Partnership Overdraft—Partner’s Individual 
Account—Set-off—Counterclaum. 


1. The right of set-off only exists between the same parties and in. oe same 
right. 

2. A bank has no lien on the deposit of a partner for a palanee due from we 
partnership; therefore, 

3. Although a bank may recover from any partner the overdraft of the part- 
nership in an independent action, or may plead it as a counterclaim in a 
suit by such partner to recover his individual deposit, yet the bank may 
not charge up such overdraft against the partner’s individual account. © 
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Action, begun before a justice of the peace, and heard at Spring 
Term, 1893, of Forsyru, before Boykin, J., and a jury. 

The plaintiff complained of the nonpayment of the sum of $40, al- 
— leged to be due him by defendant, which debt was denied by the de- 
_ fendant. 

The plaintiff, introduced as a witness in his own behalf, testified that 
on 21 March, 1892, the firm of J. J. Adams & Oo. , composed of himself 
and one J. A. Reid, dissolved copartnership ; that theretofore they had 
an account with the defendant bank, and plaintiff went to defend- 
ant bank before noon of the said day and asked for the account in (333) 
bank of J. J. Adams & Co., wishing to know the balance; that 
he was told by the bookkeeper of the bank that the balance due J. J. 
Adams & Co. was $201.08, for which amount he gave the check of J. J. 
Adams & Co., and the check was there and then paid to him; that this 
sum was coming to witness as due him of assets of J. J. Adams & Co.; 
that several days thereafter, about 23 March, the plaintiff deposited with 
the defendant bank the sum of $615 of his own money from the sale of 
his own individual property, and opened the account in his own name; 
that he checked on this sum various times 1n various amounts, and that 
on 5 April, 1892, he made a check for balance due him, when he was 
told by the officer of the bank that his check was not good by $40; that 
this sum had been taken from his account by order of the president of 
the bank and paid on a draft drawn by J. J. Adams & Co.; that his 
balance, less the $40, was paid to the plaintiff, plaintiff demanding the 
total amount, including the $40, which was refused. Plaintiff further 
testified that he did not know whether the check for $40, drawn in the 
name of J. J.. Adams & Oo., was in the bank at the time he asked for the 
balance due J. J. Adams & Co., on 21 March, or not; that no notice 
of the dissolution of the copartnership of J. J. Adams & Co. had been 


_ given by publication. 


Colonel James Martin, in behalf of the defendant, testified that he 
-was a bookkeeper in the defendant bank, and on 21 ‘March, 1892, the 
plaintiff asked him for balance of J. J. Adams & Co., which he told him 
was $201.08, and which plaintiff made check for and drew the amount 
out of bank; that “a check of J. J. Adams & Co., for $40, made by J. A. 
Reid, came inte bank, I think, on that day; it might have been in the 
bank at the time I gave the balance of $201.08 to Mr. Adams; it was not 
entered on the books, but might have been on the file. I cannot say 
whether it was in bank at the time or not. I did not know it had been 
paid by the teller. If I had known so, I would have charged 

it in the account of J. J. Adams & Co. before giving the plaintiff (334) 

the balance.” 
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J. A. Reid, a witness for defendant, testified that he was a member of 
the firm of J. J. Adams & Co.; that he drew the check for $40 on the 
firm account in bank to pay an individual debt due by him for rent; 
that the check was given several days before 21 March; that the firm 
agreed to dissolve on 21 March, but no final settlement of the copartner- 
ship had ever been made; that on 21 March they quit business, and 
Adams drew out all they had in bank. 

No special instructions were asked by either side. 

His Honor instructed the jury, among other things, as follows: 

“That if the check given by J. A. Reid was paid by the defendant 
after the payment to plaintiff of the balance of $201.08, the plaintiff © 
would be entitled to recover; that if, as the defendant contended, the 
check for $40 was paid by the bank before the check for $201.08 was 
paid plaintiff, and the defendant gave the balance by mistake, the plain- 
tiff would not be entitled to recover. 

To which charge, given as above stated, defendant excepted, and as- 
signed as error the charge as above given; and further, that he did not 
tell the jury that the defendant had a right to offset the $40 check as an 
overdraft of the firm against individual account of J. J. Adams. 

There was a verdict and judgment for plaintiff. 


Glenn & Manly for plaanteff. 
Watson & Buxton for defendant. 


- Cuark, J. If the overdraft of the firm of which plaintiff was a mem- 
ber was paid by the bank after the balance was drawn out, it not ap- 
pearing that the bank had any notice of the dissolution, such 
(335) overdraft could be recovered by the bank out of the plaintiff as 
a member of the firm. If, at the time the plaintiff drew a check 
for the balance which the cashier told him was due the firm, in fact, 
there was less due the firm, it was equally an overdrait, by mutual mis- 
take of the parties, and the bank could recover it back out of the plaintiff. 
as a member of the firm. But the bank had no right to charge up — 
against the individual account of a member of a partnership a balance 
due it on the firm’s account. Such right of set-off only exists between 
the same parties and in the same right. Morse Banks, sec. 334. The 
bank has no lien on the deposit of a partner for a balance due from the 
partnership. Bolles Banks, sec. 385. The reason is thus given by Lord 
Langsdale, Master of the Rolls, in Watts v. Christve, 11 Beavan, 555: 
“Tt is of the nature and essence of transactions between banker and 
customer that a customer, having a balance in the hands of his banker, 
should have full power over it and be able to command payment at 
sight. If, where there is an account between a firm and the bank, and. 
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another account with one particular member of the firm, it be once held 
that the bank has a lien upon the balance due upon the separate account 
of the individual partner for a balance due to the bank from the firm, 
there would be an end to some transactions which it is most important 
to commerce should be continued.” 

Inasmuch as the members of the partnership can draw in the name of 
the firm, if their overdrafts can instantly be charged up against the in- 
dividual account of a member of the firm, no partner would be safe in 
keeping his private account in the same bank where the partnership 
account is kept. Otherwise his private funds, deposited perhaps for 
special engagements he may have in view, would be liable at any time 
to be swept away by checks drawn by another for his own personal 
ends, but in the name of the firm, and the partner’s checks on his 
private account would go to protest, to his damage and incon- (336) | 
venience, Then, too, in case of insolvency and an assignment by 
the partner, or of the partnership, his available cash could be subject to 
appropriation by the bank in this short-hand mode to his partnership 
liability, notwithstanding his or the firm’s election in the deed of as- 
signment to prefer another or to share the assets pro rata. And this 
also would deprive the individual partner having a sum to his credit, 
using it as his personal property exemption as against the indebtedness 
of the partnership to the bank. It is true in the present case the plain- 
tiff being liable to the bank for the overdraft of the firm, the bank could 
sue him therefor, and hence, of course, could have pleaded it as a counter- 
claim instead of bringing an independent action. But the bank did not 
plead a counterclaim. It claimed the right to charge up against the 
individual account of the plaintiff the overdraft of the firm, and hence 
pleaded the general issue that it was not indebted. This it cannot do. 
The difference between a counterclaim and a payment is not merely 
technical, but substantial. Some of the differences are pointed out 
above. There are others, among them the cases in which the statute of 
limitations might be pleaded to the counterclaim. In the present case, 
it is still open to the bank, as it did not plead the counterclaim, to bring 
an action against the plaintiff for the balance due by the firm. It is not 
yet barred by the statute of limitations, and if the plaintiff has property: 
in excess of his exemptions, the bank has lost nothing except. the bill of 
cost in this case. 

While not concurring altogether in the reasons of his Honor, we reach 
the same conclusion, and declare the 

Judgment affirmed. 


Oited: Davis v. Mfg. Co., 114 N. O, 333 ; Serie Bank, 124 N.C., 
543; Moore v. Bank, 178 N. C., 182. 
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(337) | 
J. M. LONG, Executor or JOHN B. DOUB, 
v. MARTHA 8. WALDRAVEN ET at. 


WwW ul—Devise—Life Estate—Power of Disposal of Fee. 


1. Where an estate is given for life only, with a power of disposition or to 
appoint the fee by deed or will, the devisee takes only an estate for life, 
unless there be some manifest and general intent of the testator which 
would be defeated by adhering to the particular intent; therefore, 

2: ‘Where a testator, in one item of his will, directed that all of his estate, 
real and-personal, should be given to his wife during her natural life, and 
in a subsequent item declared “It is my will that, after the death of my 
wife, my estate shall be equally divided between the heirs of my brothers 
and sisters, with the exception of one-third of my estate, which I leave at 
the disposal of my wife, to be left as she may will”: Held, that the wife 

| was entitled to an estate for life in all the property, and to dispose of 
one-third of it by will, and the power not being exercised as to the third, 
it did not vest in her heirs. 


This action was brought by the executor of John B. Doub, deceased, 
for a construction of the will, the devisees and legatees (who were also 
the heirs-at-law and next of kin) of the testator, and the heirs-at-law 
and next of kin of Minerva S. Doub, the deceased widow of the testator, 
being made parties defendant. The disposing clauses of the will are set, 
out in the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. 

' The defendants (heirs-at-law of Minerva S. Doub, who died intestate 
after the testator) contended that they were entitled under the will of 
John B. Doub to one-third of the real and personal property disposed 
of by his will. 

Upon the hearing, at Spring Term, 1893, of Forsyru, Winston, J., 
adjudged as follows: 

“That under said will of John B. Dea his widow, Minerva 8. Doub, 
took a life estate in all the personalty, with the power of disposing of 

one-third of the same during her life. That as she failed to make 
‘(338) any disposition thereof, said property goes under said will to the 

heirs of the testator’s brothers and sisters, by which is meant 
under the statute their children, and that said claret take pes capita 
and not per stirpes.” 

From this judgment the next of kin of Minerva S. Doub appealed, 
claiming that said Minerva took a fee simple estate under said will to 
one-third of the estate of said testator. | 
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Eller & Starbuck for plaintiff. 
E. B. Jones and Watson & Buxton for defendants. 


Burwe tt, J. The appellants are the next of kin of Minerva S. Doub, 
whose husband, John B. Doub, by his will directed that all his estate, 
consisting of real and personal property, should be given unto his wife 
during her natural life, and in the third item of his will said: “It is my 
will that after the death of my wife, Minerva S. Doub, my estate shall 
be equally divided between the heirs of my brothers and sisters, with 
the exception of one-third of my estate, which I leave at the disposal of 
my wife, Minerva 8. Doub, to be left as she may will.” The testator 
thus gave to his wife an estate for life in all his property, and the power 
to dispose of one-third of it by will. She failed to exercise that power. 
Her estate in the whole property was distinctly and unequivocally limited 
by her life. There are no words in the will that in any way enlarge 
that estate, or enhance her rights in the property while she lived. 

“A devise of an estate, generally or indefinitely, with a power of dis- 
position over it, carries a fee. But where the estate is given for life 
only, the devisee takes only an estate for life, though a power of dispo- 
sition or to appoint the fee by deed or will be annexed, unless there be 
some manifest and general intent of the testator, which would 
be defeated by adhering to the particular intent. Words of im- (339) 
plication do not merge or destroy an express estate for life, unless 
it becomes absolutely necessary to uphold some manifest general intent.” 
The Church v. Disbrow, 52 Penn. St., 219. 

This rule of interpretation has been approved by this Court in Bass 
v. Bass, 78 N. C., 374; Patrick v. Morehead, 85 N. C., 62, and other 
cases. 

We find in this will no words that either expressly or by implication 
manifest any general intent that would be defeated by adhering to the 
particular intent so clearly expressed, that his wife should have only an 
estate for life. She was not to be allowed to consume any part of the 
corpus of the fund. Had that right been conferred upon her, it would 
be inconsistent with the notion that a life estate only was given. The 
Church v. Disbrow, supra. The testator did not direct that one-third 
of his estate should, upon the death of his wife, go to whomsoever she 
should think proper to make her heir or heirs, in which event it might 
be said, perhaps, as in Sherer v. Sherer, 1 Wash., 266 (1 Am. Dec., 
460), that the wife by suffering her legal representatives to succeed her, 
actually made them her heir or heirs, as much so as if she had pointed 
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them out by an express devise. Hence this case must be added to that 
line of cases which, as was said in Sherer v. Sherer, supra, tend to prove 
“ that an express estate for life to the wife, with a power to dispose of 
the fee, shall not turn her estate for life into a fee.” 

What has been said disposes of the only question brought before us by 
this appeal. | | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Steadman v. Steadman, 143 N. C., 352; Chewneng v. Mason, 
158 N. C., 582; Griffin v. Commander, 163 N. C., 282. 


(340) | 
JOHN C. TAYLOR y. P. A. MILLER. 


Statute of Limitations—New Promise—Effect of the Words “Propose 
to Settle.” | 


The words “I propose to settle,” written in answer to a letter demanding pay- 
ment of a note barred by the lapse of time, amount to an acknowledgment 
or new promise sufficient to take the case out of the operation of the 
statute of limitations. 


Apprat at Spring Term, 1893, of Davin, from Boykin,.J. 

Upon the intimation of the judge that the evidence was not sufficient 
to rebut the bar of the statute of limitations, the plaintiff submitted to 
a nonsuit and appealed. 


T. B. Bailey for plainteff. 
Watson & Buxton for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The action was upon a note for $400 and interest, dated 
29 March, 1886, payable one day after date, and made by defendant to 
plaintiff. The only plea was that of the statute of limitations, and the 
same was good unless there had been a new acknowledgment or promise 
in writing, under section 172 of The Code. 

The case turns upon the testimony of E. L. Gaither and a letter re- 
ferred to therein, which witness testified that he had received from the 
defendant. That portion of his testimony which is material is as fol- 
lows: 

“That on or about 1 November, 1891, the plaintiff put this note into 
witness’ hands for collection; that witness had this note and one other 
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note against the eer that on 4 November, 1891, witness wrote to 
defendant a note, a copy of which is: 


“<Drar Str—Mr. John C. Taylor had your note for $400, 
principal. He says you have promised to pay it off, and he needs (841) 
the money, and has left it with me so you can take it up. Please 
settle the matter at your earliest convenience, and if you can’t pay it all 
at once, send me what you can, 

“ ‘Respectfully, KE. L. GarrHer.’ 


“That between 4 November and 21 December, 1891, the witness re- 
ceived a letter from the defendant, post-marked ‘Mocksville, N. C., 21 
December, 1891,’ and is as follows: 


“‘Mr. BE. L. Gaither, Mocksville, N. C.: 


“rar Sir—Your letter recetved, and I have been to town twice to 
see you, but you were not in. I propose to settle both of your claims the 
first of next month, which I hope will be agreeable. Will see you in 
person soon. 

“ “Yours respectfully, P. A. Mivier,’” 


It was also in evidence that the defendant has never owed the plaintiff 
anything but this note sued on. 

The question is, whether this letter was such a promise or acknowledg- 
ment as continued the obligation of the promise contained in the note 
and prevented the bar of the statute— whether the words “propose to 
settle,” taken in connection with the testimony of Gaither and the rest 
of the letter, can be reasonably construed to mean “promise to pay.” 
If they will bear the latter construction, the bar of the statute has been | 
repelled; if not, the plaintiff can have no relief. 

The word “propose,” like nearly every other word in the English 
language, has many meanings. A proposal may mean an offer, as of 
marriage; an introduction, as of a measure in a legislative assembly. 
It may also mean an expression of intention or design. “I pro- 
pose to settle” is the same as “I intend or mean to settle.” Web- (342) 
ster defines it, “to form or declare a purpose or intention.” A 
promise is defined to be a declaration which gives to the person to whom 
it is made a right to expect or claim the performance or nonperformance 
of some particular thing. 

There are many other meanings of these words, as there are also of 
the word “settle.” Indeed, there are two distinct words “settle,” the 
meanings of which have become confused. But we have no difficulty 
in selecting the definition in the Century Dictionary of this word in its 

251 


IN THE SUPREME COURT —_—_sé[18 


TAYLOR V. MILLER. 


colloquial sense—to liquidate, balance pay—as appropriate to the present 
use of it. We must construe language in its ordinary significance, un- 
less it is manifestly used in some special or technical sense. 

Mr. Gaither writes to the defendant, demanding payment of this 
specific note and another. The defendant answers: “I propose to settle 
both of your claims the first of next month, which I hope will be agree- 
able.” r 
How would this answer strike a man in an ordinary business trans- 
action? It is evidence that its effect would be to raise the expectation 
of payment at the time specified. The accumulation of adjectives used 
in their application to the words “acknowledgment and promise” in the 
statute, has produced the impression that it requires more than an 
ordinary promise in writing to repel the bar of the statute. The old 
law, before the promise need be in writing, was, “the new promise must 
be definite and show the nature and amount of the debt, or must dis- 
tinctly refer to some writing, or to some other means by which the nature 
and amount of it can be ascertained; or there must be an acknowledg- 
ment of a present subsisting debt, equally definite and certain, from 
which a promise to pay such debt may be implied.” McBride v. Gray, 
A4 N. C., 420; Faison v. Bowden, 72.N. C., 405; Riggs v. Roberts, 85 

N. C., 151. Since the statute, the words used are as applicable 
(348) to this case: “The promise must be unconditional.” Greenleaf v. 

R. R., 91 N. C., 38. It must be “certain in terms.” Long v. Ox- 
ford, 104 N. C., 408. | 

In Riggs v. Roberts, supra, the words “distinct and specific,” “unequi- . 
vocal,” are really applied to a promise to pay which would revive a debt 
from which the debtor had been discharged in bankruptey. While either 
one of these qualifying words alone would be applicable to the promise 
or acknowledgment to take the case out of the statute of limitations, 
there is no special weight superadded by the use of them all at once. 

The law speaks for itself: “No acknowledgment or promise shall be 
received as evidence of a new or continuing contract whereby to take’ 
the case out of the operation of this title, unless the same be contained 
jin some writing, signed by the party to be charged thereby.” __ 

Here is the original contract, liable to be defeated by the plea of the 
_ statute, but still continuing. Here is the correspondence between the 

agent of the payee and the maker himself; it is perfectly definite and 

certain as to what note is meant. And here is the letter of the defend- 
- ant in which he refers to the letter which describes it and demands pay- 
‘ment; he proposes to settle both claims the first of next month. 

The defendant was probably no philologist. He used words in their 
ordinary acceptation, and which could not be misunderstood. We think 
they fill the letter and spirit of the statute. 
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There is error, and a new trial must be awarded. 
New trial. | 


Cited: Wells v. Hill, 118 N. C., 904; Cooper v. Jones, 128 N. C., 41; 
Shoe Store Co. v. Wiseman, 174 N. C., 117; ia as Giles, 115 N. C., 
A412, | 


| | (344) 
J. J. JORDAN Er av. v. H. McD. SPIERS Et At. 


Co-adminstrators—Power of One to Bind the Other—Principal and 
Surety. 


1. Unlike one or two or more executors, one administrator has not the power, 
without the consent of his associate, to make a sale or to compromise a 
debt due his intestate. 


2. Where one administrator, without the knowledge or consent of his co- 
administrator, agreed to compromise a suit for the possession of land and 
foreclosure of a mortgage wherein R. had hecome surety on an under- 
taking given by the mortgagor (under section 237 of The Code), to secure 
the rents, ete, which agreement included an indulgence for a definite 
time, and no positive act of affirmation or adoption by the coadministra- 
tor of the agreement was shown: Held, that the surety was not released. 


_ This action was commenced by J. J. Jordan and wife, Mary E. Jor- 
dan, mortgagees in a mortgage given by H. McD. Spiers to secure a 
debt due said J. J. Jordan, to recover possession of the mortgaged 
premises, and for damages for the detention thereof, and for a fore 
closure of-said mortgage. The defendant filed his undertaking, found 
on the record, with Sampson Rea as surety, and answered the com- 
plaint. 

Shortly after the Regine of the action J. J. Jordan died intestate, 
and P. B. Picot and John E. Vann were duly qualified as his administra- 
tors, and were made parties plaintiff in this action. 

At Fall Term, 1890, judgment was entered in said action in favor 
of plaintiffs for possession of said land, and for a foreclosure of said 
mortgage, as appears from the record, and the case was continued to try 
the issue of damages. Pending this continuance, and on the 31st day 
of January, 1891, the plaintiff, P. B. Picot, one of the administrators 
of the said J. J. Jordan, entered into the following agreement with the 
defendant, H. McD. Spiers, to wit: 


“Received this 31 January, 1891, of H. McD. Spiers the sum 
of $100, it being in part payment of a compromise of the suit (345) 
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now pending in Hertford County Superior Court, entitled Mary E. 
Jordan and P. B. Picot and John E. Vann, administrators of J. J. 
Jordan, against H. McD. Spiers; and the said sult 1s compromised on 
— the following terms and conditions, viz: Said Spiers is to pay all costs 
of said action at the time that a nonsuit is entered by said Picot and 
Vann, administrators. $100 cash, and $137.50 to be paid on or before 
19 October, 1891, with interest from this date at 8 per cent. It is 
specially understood and agreed by parties hereto that if said Spiers 
shall make the deferred payments at the time named, with the interest 
thereon accrued, said Picot and Vann, administrators, shall enter a non- 
suit in said pending action, at Fall Term, 1891, of said Superior Court; 
but if said Spiers shall fail to make said deferred payment, with inter- 
est as aforesaid, at the time mentioned, said Picot and Vann, adminis- 
trators, may proceed with said suit as they may be advised, and the 
$100 paid this day by said Spiers, shall, in the event that judgment 
is taken against him in said action, be deducted from said judgment, 
that is to say that the $100 shall be credited on said judgment. 
“Prcor and Vann, Admrs. 
“H. McD. Sprers. 
“This 31 January, 1891.” 


That thereafter, during the interval between the Spring and Fall 
Terms, 1891, of said court, P. B. Picot died, leaving his coadministrator, 
John E, Vann, surviving him, 

That said contract was written and signed “Picot and Vann, Ania” :, 
without the knowledge or consent of said John E. Vann. 

At Spring Term, 1891, of said court, this action was called for trial 

before Bynum, J.,and a jury The verdict was in favor of plain- 
(346) tiffs. The plaintiffs moved for judgment thereon against defend- 
ant and Sampson Rea, the surety on defendants’ undertaking. 

Rea answered said motion, and alleged his discharge, and set up said 
compromise agreement and brought out. the above facts in reference 
thereto, and asked that the plaintiffs’ motion as to him be denied. 

The court ruled that said Rea was not discharged, and granted the 
judgment found in the record. Said Rea excepted, and appealed. 


B..B. Winborne for defendant Rea. 
No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. In discussing the power of one of several personal repre- 
sentatives to act for his associates, in the case of Gordon v. Finley, 10 
N. C., 239, Henderson, J., said: “One administrator cannot alone, when 
there are more, make a sale. They are in this respect unlike executors, 
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for all of the administrators together represent the intestate, whereas 
each executor represents the testator.” Ward v. Sparks, 18 N. C., 389. 
The appellant Rea cannot maintain the position that he, as surety, is 
discharged by indulgence extended to the principal in the undertaking 
(under The Code, sec. 237) to pay such costs and damages, including 
rents and profits, as the plaintiff might recover, unless he can first show 
a binding agreement on the part of the creditor to forbear to proceed 
against the principal for a fixed period without reserving the right to 
move meantime against the surety. Forbes v. Shephard, 98 N. C., 111. 
If, however, the surety shows a valid contract extending the time of pay- 
ment for the benefit of the principal in a bond or undertaking made 
without the knowledge or consent of the former, such agreement operates 
to exonerate the surety from liability. Carter v. Duncan, 84 N. C., 676; 
Scott v. Harris, 76 N. C., 205. If Picot had no authority to sell per- 
sonal property belonging to his intestate without the consent of his. 
coadministrator, Vann, we do not think he could lawfully exer- (347) 
cise the more important and dangerous power of compromising 

a debt due his intestate, and thereby release the debtor in part of re- 
sponsibility, on receiving only a portion of the amount due, without 
consulting one who had been commissioned by the officer appointed by 
law for the purpose of securing the benefit of the Judgment of both in 
reference to every such important transaction. It is in order to divide 
responsibility and multiply counselors that the clerk is empowered in 
his discretion to give letters of administration to one or more of the 
next of kin. Such precaution on his part is in vain, if either the widow 
or the next of kin can compromise all of the solvent credits and dis- 
pose of all of the choses in possession without consulting the other. We 
are aware that authorities differ upon this subject, but we prefer to ad- 
here to the principle as stated by Henderson, J., because it is safer and 
more reasonable to do so. A testator is supposed to repose a special 
trust and confidence in every person named by him as executor, but the 
object of our statute is to give the power to the clerk to utilize the com- 
bined wisdom of two or more agents in the management of fiduciary 
matters under his supervision. 

We fail to discover in the statement of the case on appeal any evi- 
dence tending to show a subsequent ratification by Varin of the agree- 
‘ment entered into by Picot, his coadministrator, without his knowledge 
or consent. It does not appear affirmatively that Vann was consulted 
as to the application of the one hundred dollars paid down. When the 
agreement was subsequently set up by answer in the nature of a plea 
since the last agreement, the defendants refused in their reply to recog- 
nize it, denominating it an alleged agreement. After Picot had received 
the money without the consent of Vann, and presumably paid it over 
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to the persons lawfully entitled to receive it, we cannot readily conceive 

of any step other than the expression of his dissent in the repli- 
(348) cation filed, that it was incumbent on Vann to take, in order to 

show affirmatively that he repudiated the unauthorized conduct 
of his associate. If the money was within his control, he still claimed 
a balance due from Spiers for rent, in any view of the situation, amount- 
ing to more than one hundred dollars, and he was not authorized to re- 
fund the sum paid to Spiers when such was the state of accounts between 
Spiers and his intestate. It does not appear that Vann assented to a 
single continuance from the time he-filed his reply repudiating the agree- 
ment until the trial term, when the court allowed the payment as a 
credit on the amount of damages for rents and profits found by the jury. 
The only positive act of Vann in relation to the matter was the filing of 
the reply, in which both he and Mary Parker joined, and in which the 
agreement set up was denominated an alleged agreement. 

If the plaintiffs are bound by the contract made by Picot, it must be 
by reason of some positive act of affirmation or adoption of the agency 
of Picot by Vann after being informed of what he had done. No such 
act has been shown. The judgment of the Superior Court is 

Affirmed. 


JAMES W. THOMPSON et At. v. JAMES NATIONS Ef At, 
Practace—Premature Motion for Judgment. 


Where, by a former ruling of this Court, an issue was left undetermined, and 
the cause stood for a new trial below, a motion for judgment was prop- 
erly declined. 


The opinion of this Court in the appeal. heard at February Term, 
1893 (112 N. C., 508), having been certified to the court below, the dee 
fendants, at Fall Term, 1893, of Surry, before Winston, J., moved for 

jndgment, which was "refused, his Honor being of the opinion 
(349) that the certificate of the Supreme. Court was not a final judg- 

ment, but only an order for a new trial. Defendants thereupon 
appealed. 


A. E. Holton for plaintiffs. 
Glenn & Manly for defendants. 


Per Curtam: The former ruling of this Court left the issue un- 
determined, and it is therefore open for a new trial. The motion of ae 
defendants for judgment was propery ¢ declined. 7 


Affirmed. _ 
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(350) 
STROUSE, LOEB & CO. v. W. H. COHEN AND WIFE. 


Married Woman—Charge on Separate Hstate—Mortgage. 


1. No particular form is essential to the validity of a chattel mortgage, and 
it is sufficient if the words employed express, in terms or by just impli- 
cation, a purpose to convey the property as security for the debt. 

2. A married woman engaged in merchandising, by an instrument signed by 

‘herself, under seal, with the written assent of her husband, duly probated 
upon her privy examination, and registered, acknowledged her indebted- 
ness to plaintiff in a certain sum for goods sold and delivered to her, and 
further declared as follows: “And I being a married woman and being 
possessed of a separate estate of both real and personal property, all of 
which is situated in New Bern, N. C., and desiring to secure the payment 
of the above sum to the said parties, ete.; now, therefore, be it known 
that I hereby convey to the said parties aforesaid, their heirs and assigns, 
such an interest in the said separate estate, both real and personal, as 
will secure the payment of the above expressed amount, hereby making 
the said sum a charge upon the said separate estate for the purpose herein 
expressed”: Held, (1) that such instrument has all the essential elements 
of a mortgage, and is a lien upon the separate personal estate of the 
married woman in New Bern; (2) that, being a mortgage, the words 
added at the end of the instrument, “Hereby making said sum a charge 

~ upon said separate estate,” are surplusage and do not invalidate or revoke 
the preceding conveyance as a mortgage and change it into a mere charge 
upon the separate estate, so as to entitle the married woman to her per- 
sonal property exemptions. 
Semble, that as between the parties to it, rights of third parties not having 
supervened, the mortgage is good also upon the realty, by virtue of the 
curative act of 1893, ch. 298. 


Action to have certain agreements (one of which is set out in the 
opinion of Mr. Justice Clark) declared a lieh upon the separate estate, - 
real and personal, of the feme defendant, in New Bern, N. C. 

The complaint, after alleging the indebtedness and the agreements 

(which were signed by the feme defendant, under seal, with the written 
assent of her husband, and duly probated as to both, with the privy ex- 
amination of the wife, and duly registered), and further setting out the 
character and location of feme defendant’s property, alleged in the fifth 
paragraph, as follows: 
- “That the said Theresa Cohen is possessed, in hier own right, of the 
said separate estate, consisting of both real and personal estate, and as 
referred to and located ; in the said notes and agreements herein set forth 
at length, and that the said notes or agreements constitute a hen or 
charge upon the same, as the plaintiffs are informed and believe.” 

The prayer was for judgment for sums aggregating, $834.78 and In- 
terest, and that the indebtedness “be declared a lien upon the separate 
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estate as herein described, and the said property constituting the said 
‘separate estate be subjected to the payment of the above-expressed 
amounts.” 
The answer denied none of the allegations of the souaplaent except the 
fifth, which 1s given above. | 
The cause was heard before Hoke, J., at May eran 1893, of Craven, 
on complaint and answer, the answer being treated, by consent, as a ie. 
murrer. His Honor adjudged that the contract set out and declared on 
in the complaint gave plaintiff no lien-on the real estate of feme de- 
fendant, but that it did give a specific hen on all her separate 
(351) personal estate situated in New Bern at the date of the contract, 
except such as was acquired after the date of the contract and 
not from the proceeds of the original separate estate, unless the same 
had been so mingled with the original estate that the last cannot be 
identified ; that feme defendant was not entitled to her personal property 
exemption out of said property unless the same should be sufficient to 
pay the debts and costs. And it was further adjudged that the property 
should be sold, etc. From the judgment the defendant appealed. 


Jas. W. Waters for plaintiffs. 
O. H. Guion and W. W. Clark for defendants. 


Crark, J. In the present case the married woman executed her note, 
payable 1 September, 1892, recited to be for value received, and further 
recites in the same instrument: “The said amount is due the said firm 
of Strouse, Loeb & Co., by myself, for goods sold and delivered to me 
by the said firm at the city of New Bern, county of Craven, and State 
of North Carolina, at which place I am engaged in the business of 
- merchandising; and I beitig a married woman, and being possessed of a 
separate estate of both real and personal property, all of which is situ- 
ated in the said city of New Bern, county and State aforesaid, and desir- 
ing to secure the payment of the above sum to the said parties constituting 
the said firm of Strouse, Loeb & Co.; now, therefore, be it known that 
I hereby convey to the said parties aforesaid, their heirs and assigns, 
such an interest in the said separate estate, both real and personal, as 
will secure the payment of the above-expressed amount, hereby making 
the said sum a charge upon the said separate estate for the purposes 
herein expressed. - 

This is signed under seal by the wife, and the husband appends his 

“full consent and agreement”’ to the execution of the above by his 
(352) wife. The privy examination of the wife is duly had, and the 

instrument is probated, ordered to registration and is duly regis- 
tered. The officer certifies that both husband and wife “acknowledged 
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the execution of the foregoing instrument as their act and deed.” The 
instrument expresses a desire “to secure the payment of the above sum 
to the party selling the goods,” and then it proceeds,. “therefore, be it 
known that I hereby convey to the said parties aforesaid, their heirs 
and assigns, such an wnterest in the said separate estate, both real and 
personal, as will secure the payment of the above-expressed amount.” 
Here is every essential of a mortgage. The debt and consideration for 
it are set out. The word “convey” is as complete a transfer as if a 
dozen or more synonymous words followed. Harris v. Jones, 83 N. C., 
317. “To parties aforesaid, their heirs and assigns.” While the words 
“heirs and assigns” are not necessary in a mortgage, they are customary 
words therein, but inappropriate and unusual in merely acknowledging 
a debt to be due. “Such ah interest” in property already described, 
is held sufficient in a mortgage. Pemberton v. Simmons, 100 N. C., 316. 
“My real and personal estate, all of which is situated in the city of 
New Bern,” is held a sufficient description in Woodlhef v. Harrw, 95 
N. C., 211; Harris v. Alden, 104 N. C., 86, and other cases. Certainly 
these words would be sufficient ina deed, and of course in a mortgage 
also. “To secure the payment of the above-expressed amount” makes it 
a mortgage, and not a simple conveyance. If, at the end of such a con- 
veyance by a male person or a feme sole, there had been added, “hereby 
acknowledging such debt to be honestly due,” no one would contend that 
this invalidated the mortgage, which had just so solemnly described 
grantor’s property and conveyed it to secure the indebtedness. Yet the 
words added by a married woman, “hereby making said sum a charge 
upon said separate estate,” can have the same effect, no more. While 
a charge is not necessarily a mortgage, a mortgage 1s necessarily 

a charge. The use of those words is, therefore, mere surplusage, (353) 
and not contradictory of the mortgage. They surely cannot re- 

voke the conveyance of the property “to secure such indebtedness,” in 
pursuance of the intention just therein above recited, “desiring to secure 
such payment.” Indeed, no particular form is essential to the validity 
of a chattel mortgage. It is sufficient if the words employed express in 
terms or by just implication a purpose to convey the property as security 
for the debt. A power of sale is not essential. Comron v. Standland, 
103 N. C., 207. Mortgages upon a stock of goods, however precarious, 
are not uncommon; besides, here the mortgage is upon all the personalty 
of all kinds, and the realty is added. If it be true that the conveyance 
is defective as a mortgage of real estate, because the husband does not 
join in the body of the deed (Furguson v. Kinsland, 93 N. C., 387), 
that technicality in no wise invalidates it as a mortgage of personalty, 
as to which the husband has no tenancy by the curtesy to release. It 
is immaterial to consider whether this is cured as between the parties by 
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chapter 293 of the Act of 1893, since there is no appeal brought up 
from the ruling that the mortgage was insufficiently executed as to the 
real estate. 

There is no “beneficent provision of the Constitution” which throws 
additional shackles around women in the management of their separate 
property. The provision of the Constitution is in exactly the opposite 
direction, in accordance with the free spirit of the age and with the 
universal trend of legislation the world over. Its purpose is not to 
further assimilate married women to the condition of infants, but to 
make free women of them, to emancipate them from most of the re- 
strictions formerly existing. To this end the Constitution (Art. X, sec. 
6) provides that all the property of a married woman “shall be and re- 
main the, sole and separate estate and property of such female, 

and may be devised and bequeathed, and with the written assent 

(354) of her husband, conveyed by her as if she were unmarried.” Here 
@ she has made a conveyance which would be unquestionably good 

as a mortgage 1f made by a feme sole, and it is made “with the written 
assent of her husband,” which is the sole restriction placed by the Con- 
stitution upon a married woman’s right to convey her own property, if 
she chooses to do so. The court cannot be astute to find an intention 
of the grantor contradictory to the express words of a conveyance, nulli- 
fying and revoking it. The intent is to be gathered from the deed itself, 
“from the four corners” thereof. Lowdermilk v. Bostic, 98 N. C., 299. 
But if such intent could be a subject of surmise, we might well ask why, 
if the intent was solely to charge the separate estate, words of convey- 
ance were used, and the words “heirs and assigns,’ and why there was 

a signing ander seal, privy examination, probate and registration, and 
further, why was there a description of the property set out and a formal 
acknowledgment by both husband and wife of the instrument as “their 
act and deed,” since none of these were necessary simply to charge the 
separate personal estate. Flaum v. Wallace, 103 N. C., 296. If this is 
not a mortgage, it will be hard to conceive what form or formality a 
married woman can use to execute a valid mortgage. If valid otherwise 
as a mortgage, the words added at the end acknowledging the indebted- 
ness as a valid charge were mere surplusage, and certainly not intended 
by the parties as a repeal of the conveyance just made under seal, with 
the expressed intent of securing the debt by the property therein de- 
scribed (with the written assent of the husband), not only to the credi- 
tors, but to their heirs and assigns, privy examination, acknowledgment 
of the instrument as their act and deed, and registration. The con- 
veyance was doubtless prepared between the parties themselves. Like all 
laymen, they would naturally suppose the words “hereby charging the 
separate estate” to mean “hereby giving a lien” upon it, which words 
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would of themselves be sufficient to create a mortgage. Harris v. 
Jones, 838 N.C., 317. This would be in accordance with and con- (355) 
firmatory of all the words used up to that time, and not a violent 

and unaccountable nullification of them. 

It is true a married woman might restrict herself to simply charging 
her estate, but she might go further and mortgage it also, and here she 
used the very words and formalities which were requisite for mortgaging 
it, if she so desired. Doubtless she could not have gotten the goods ex- 
cept upon a mortgage. The ruling of the court below, that the mortgage 
is valid as to the personalty, is in accordance with both the letter and 
spirit of the Constitution. It may be that, as between the parties to it, 
rights of third persons not having supervened, the mortgage is good also 
upon the realty by virtue of the curative Act of 1893, chapter 293, but 
the plaintif not having appealed from the adverse ruling below, this 
point is not presented. 

No error. 


BURNETT STEALMAN y. 8. J. GREENWOOD. 


Sheriff's Return of Process—Penalty—Amendment. | 


A sheriff may amend his return of process so as to make it speak correctly, 
even after suit brought for the penalty imposed for a false return, and 
such amendment defeats the plaintiff's right to recover such penalty. 


Action tried at Spring Term, 1893, of Wirxzs, before Boykin, J,, 
and a jury. 

Plaintiff’s action was for an alleged false return made by defendant 
sheriff for the penalty of $500, prescribed by statute. Plaintiff intro- 
duced in evidence a judgment of a justice of the peace, duly docketed 
in the Superior Court in a cause entitled Burnett Stealman v. 

Joel Church, in which it was adjudged that the plaintiff recover (356) 
of the defendant the sum of $7.50 and interest and costs, ete. 
Plaintiff also introduced an execution issued upon the aforesaid judgment, 
commanding the sheriff ta satisfy said judgment out of the personal 
property of the defendant, and if sufficient personal property could not 
be found, then out of the real property belonging to the defendant on the 
day when the said judgment was docketed, etc. The sheriff returned 
this execution as follows: 

“This execution not satisfied; collected from sale of land (see return 
of sale in this execution) $9. 50; my fees and commissions retained— 
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$2.56; paid into office, $6.94. After due advertisement according to 
law, I sold the land described in the levy in this execution on the 13th 
of October, 1890, at the courthouse door, when James W. McNeill be- © 
came the bidder in the sum of $9.50.” 
By leave of the court, the following amended return is made on the 
execution : 
“That I received the execution on 7 April, 1890. The plaintiff fur- 
nished me $5 to defray expenses of laying off homestead and personal 
property exemption. I proceeded to summon appraisers (naming them), 
who proceeded, on 7 August, 1890, to view the defendant’s land and lay 
off and assign to him his homestead therein, and his personal property 
exemption. There was no excess of personal property out of which any ~ 
part of the execution could be satisfied, and I levied the execution on the 
excess of the defendant’s land as found by the appraisers, and after due 
advertisement and notice to defendant I sold the same publicly to the last 
and highest bidder, at the courthouse, on 13 September, 1890, when 
James W. McNeill became the bidder and purchaser thereof at the price 
of $9.50. That of the $5 furnished me by plaintiff to lay off the home- 
stead, etc., I paid $1 to each of the three appraisers above named and re- 
tained $2 as my fee for laying off the homestead, etc., and out 
(357) of the money arising from the sale I retained my commissions on 
this execution, in which is included 6214 cents due me on a former 
execution issued in the same case, returnable to March Term, 1890, as 
will appear by the return on said execution, and paid the balance 
($6.94) into office. This 14 September, 1891.” (Signed by the sheriff, 
by J. H. Andrews, D. 8.) | 
After this action commenced, on a notice issued to the plaintiff at Fall 
Term, 1891, the defendant was allowed to amend his said return on the 
execution as above, which said amendment was made and attached to 
the aforesaid execution, and the plaintiff excepted. 
Issue submitted by the court: “Is the plaintiff entitled to recover 
the statutory penalty demanded in the complaint?” Answer: “No.” 
The court instructed the jury that if they believed the evidence, the 
plaintiff could not recover. Judgment for defendant, and appeal by 
plaintiff. 


L. 8. Benbow for plaintrff. 
D. M. Furches for defendant. 


MacRagz, J. Plaintiff’s counsel readily concede the power of the court 
to allow the amendment, but they deny that its effect is to discharge any 
part of the penalty, especially the part thereof which is said to belong 


262 


SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


© 


STEALMAN VU. GREENWOOD. 


to the plaintiff. They contend most strenuously that the court has no 
right to “purge the vice” of the false return and discharge the penalty 
after the popular action becomes a private one of plaintiff by reason of 
his bringing suit. The authorities cited by the learned counsel for the 
plaintiff seem to establish the position that popular actions can only 
be barred, after suit brought, by a pardon, and possibly by a repeal of 
the penal statute. But the power of amendment in the courts to make 
the return speak the truth (the amendment when made, relating 

back to the time of the return) is entirely distinct from the power (358) 
to remit or to pardon, and has been too long established and is 

too well settled to be now disturbed. 

The statute, as interpreted in this State, imposing the penalty, even 
in cases of mere mistake, would seem severe and apparently harsh, but 
for the extreme importance both to public and private interest that these 
returns should in all cases speak the truth. Hence the discretionary 
power of allowing amendments in meritorious cases has always been 
liberally exercised. Albright v. Tapscott, 53 N. C., 473. 

In Hassell v. Latham, 52 N. C., 465, which was an action like the 
present, brought in the Superior Court for a false return in the county 
court, where the sheriff was allowed to amend in the latter court, it was 
held that the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. While it does not ap- 
pear in so many words that the amendment was made after suit brought, 
there is much to indicate that suclr was the fact. In Patton v. Marr, 
44 N. C., 377, which was a motion to amerce for an insufficient return, 
it was held that the return was not sufficient, and the Court said: “Nor 
can there be any doubt that the court would have allowed the sheriff 
(the defendant), if he had been here, to amend his return.” In Finley 
v. Hayes, 81 N. C., 368, the Court said: “It is inconceivable how it was 
that the defendant did not obtain leave to amend his returns so as to 
acquit himself of all penalty.” In Peebles v. Newsome, 74 N. C., 478, 
it is said that “any hardship resulting from this rule may be relieved, — 
and will be relieved, by our law of amendment.” | 

The plaintiff, by bringing this action, acquired no such vested right 
to the penalty that it might not be defeated by an amendment of the 
return. Murfree Sheriffs, sec. 879. This power of allowing amendment 
is so deeply fixed into our judicial system that all persons bringing such 
actions as the present do so with notice that the return may be amended 
and the penalty never recovered. There are many instances of 
amendment of process by which rights are acquired and lost. (359) 
Defects in judgments may be amended even after a writ of error, 
and executions may also be amended after they have been acted upon, 
so as to render them a justification to the officer where otherwise they 
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would not be, “although it thereby may bar an action of him who has 
been imprisoned on it, or had his property sold under it, while in an 
imperfect state. Bender v. Askew, 14 N. C., 149. 

No error. 


Cited: Campbell v. Smith, 115 N. C., 499; Swain v. Burden, 124 
N. 0., 18; 8. v. Lewis, 177 N. C., 558. 


ARTHUR D. COWLES v. NANCY HALL, Executrix or R. D. HALL. 


J udgment for Costs—Statute of Limitations—Motion for Execution 
Against Estate of Deceased Person. 


1. A plaintiff in a judgment on which costs only are due is not barred by 
section 155 (8) from proper proceedings to enforce his claim, the same 
being in his favor and not of the officers of the court. 


2. A motion for leave to issue execution against the estate of a deceased 
person cannot be allowed. 


Apprat, heard before Graves, Jy at Fall Term, of Wirxes, 1891, 
from ‘the decision of McNeill, Clerk, made in the above-entitled cause 
upon notice to Nagcy Hall, executrix of R. D. Hall, deceased, for the 
purpose of reviving a judgment rendered at Fall Term, 1885, for the 
sum of $66.15, for plaintiff’s and other costs, a part of which was for 
witness attendances, taxed in the case, an ordinary bill of cost arising 
in a case at law. 

His Honor was of opinion, and so decided, that the plaintiffs were not 
entitled to a renewal of their judgment as to an execution upon the same, 
and that the collection of the judgment was barred by the statute of 

limitations, and that plaintiffs were entitled to no entries upon 
(360) the same. It.appeared that no execution had issued on said 
judgment. 


Cowles & Barber for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


MacRaz, J. The statute of limitations, chapter 3, section 151 of The 
Code, is: “The periods prescribed for the commencement of actions, 
other than for the recovery of real property, shall be as follows: 

Section 155(8). Fees due to any clerk, sheriff, or other officer, by the 
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judgment of a court, within three years from the judgment rendered 
or of the issuing of the last execution therefor.” This statute, as will 
be seen, regulates the time for the commencement of actions. But the 
present proceeding, while not stated in the case with ordinary clearness, 
was evidently a motion for leave to issue execution under section 440 of 
The Code, for by reference to the record it will so appear. 

His Honor held that the collection of plaintiff’s judgment is barred 
by the statute of limitations. The record shows that a part of the judg- 
ment was for fees due the officers of the court, but the judgment was in 
favor of the plaintiff, upon the presumption that he had paid the costs 
for which he was liable, as they accrued, and he was entitled to recover 
the same from defendant. As this is not an action by any officer to 
recover fees due him by the judgment of a court, we are of the opinion 
that the section of the statute of limitations relied on by defendant n0ee 
not apply to this proceeding. 

His Honor also held “that the plaintiffs are not entitled to a ene wal 
of their judgment, as to an execution upon the same.” We concur with 
his Honor that plaintiffs are not entitled to leave to issue execution upon 
their judgment. The motion seeks to have execution against the estate 
of a deceased person upon a judgment rendered against such person 
during his life. The Code, chapter 33, provides elaborately for the 
settlement of estates of deceased persons; section 1416 prescribes (361) 
the order of payment of the debts, including judgments, and sec- 
tion 1448 ef seg. prescribes the proceeding by which creditors may en- 
force payment of the debts due them. While, therefore, the plaintiffs 
are not barred by section 155(8) from proper proceedings to enforce 
their claim (the same being in favor of plaintiffs in the action, and not 
of the officers of the court), they are not entitled to leave to jose execu- 


tion. 
Modified and affirmed. 


J. M. RUSSELL y. 8. H. HEARNE. 


Practice—Pauper Appeal, Time of Taking—Hvidence. 


1. Under the statute (ch. 161, Acts 1889) it is not necessary that there should 
be at the time of the trial an intimation by the dissatisfied party that he 
desires to appeal, it being a sufficient indication of his desire at the time 
of the trial if he fulfills the requirements of the statute within the time 
prescribed by law. 
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2. In the trial of an action to recover the penalty for a usurious transaction, 
a witness offered by the defendant was allowed, under objection, to testify 
that plaintiff had the reputation of suing for usury: Held, that the testi- 
mony was incompetent because (1) it was irrelevant, and (2) as im- 
peaching testimony it should not have been allowed, for, even if it were 
true, the plaintiff had a right, under the statute, to “sue for usury” if he 
had paid usurious interest for the loan of money. 


Action brought under section 3836 of The Code, to recover twice the 
amount of interest alleged to have been paid by plaintiff to defendant in 
certain usurious transactions, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, at 
Spring Term, 1893, of Scinee Verdict and judgment for defendant. 
Plaintiff appealed 7 in forma pauperrs. 

In this Court defendant moved to dismiss the appeal, “because 
(862) it does not appear that the plaintiff desired an appeal at the time 
of the trial, according to section 553 of The Code.” 


Brown & i erome for plaintiff. 
Jas. A. Lockhart and Battle & Mordecat for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The term of the Court began on 10 April, and was by 
law then limited to one week. The provisions of section 550 of The 
Code, with regard to entry of appeal and services of notice, appear by 
the record to have been strictly comphed with. 

The affidavit of inability to give security on appeal, required by sec- 
tion 553, was made on the 15th, and the certificate of counsel and order 
of the clerk allowing the appeal to be taken without giving security, 
were made and filed on 22 April, the affidavit on the last day of the 
term, if the Court continued during the week, in any event, within five 
days of the trial. And the other proceedings above referred to were 
within ten days from the expiration by law of said term of Court. 

By Laws 1873-74, ch. 60: “When any party to a civil action, tried 
and determined in ihe Superior Court, shall at the time of the trial, 
desire an appeal from the judgment rendered in said action to the Su- 
preme Court, and shall be unable by reason of his poverty to give the 
security required by law for said appeal, it shall be the duty of the 
judge of said Superior Court to make an order allowing sald party to 
appeal from said judgment to the Supreme Court, as in other cases of 
appeal now allowed by law, without giving security therefor. Provided, 
however, that the party desiring to appeal from said judgment shall make 
affidavit that he is unable, by reason of his poverty, to give the security 

required by law for said appeal, and that said party is advised by 
(363) counsel learned in the law that there is error in matter of law 
in the decision of the Superior Court in said action. Provided 
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further, that said affidavit shall be accompanied by a written statement 
from a practicing attorney of said Superior Court that he has ex-— 
amined the affiant’s case, and that he is of opinion that the decision of 
the Superior Court in said action is contrary to law.” 

As the law then stood, an appeal in forma pauperis was required to 
be perfected during the term at which the judgment was rendered; but 
by Laws 1889, ch. 161, the authority to make the order was extended to 
the clerk, and the party desiring to appeal was allowed five days to make 
his affidavit; and it was further provided “that the appeal when passed 
upon and granted by the clerk shall be within ten days from the expira- 
tion by law of said term of the Court.” Clark’s Code, 2 Ed., sec. 553 and 
notes. 

We do not think that under the statute it is necessary that there should 
be an intimation by the party at the time of the trial that he desires to 
appeal. If he fulfills the requirements of the statute within the time 
prescribed by law, it is a sufficient indication of his desire at the time 
of the trial. The motion to dismiss is denied. | 

Tt will only be necessary to notice the third exception. 

The allegations of usury were denied; a clear issue arose upon the 
pleadings, and the testimony was conflicting; the plaintiff and defendant 
each testifying. A witness offered by the defendant was asked by de- 
fendant’s counsel if plaintiff had not sued for usury before, and 1f he 
did not have the reputation of suing for usury. Plaintiff objected. 
The objection was overruled, and witness answered in the affirmative, 
and plaintiff excepted. 

This testimony was entirely irrelevant, and can not have been harm- 
less. Its only object could have been to impeach the plaintifi’s 
testimony, and in this view it was incompetent, for if it were (364) 
true, he had a right, under the statute, to “sue for usury,” if 
he had paid for the loan of money a greater rate of interest than was 
allowed by law. Cox v. Brookshire, 76 N. C., 314. 

Error. | New trial. 


Cited: Cecil v. Henderson, 119 N. C., 423; Houston v. Lumber Co., 
136 N. C., 329. 
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Coniract—Pleading—I ssues. 


1. A complaint alleged that upon a contract with a local agent of defendant 
loan association, to the effect that if plaintiff would subscribe for a cer- 
tain number of shares of stock of the association and pay a certain 
amount of money the association would make a loan to plaintiff, the plain- 
tiff complied with the requirements and the defendant association refused 
to make the loan, and plaintiff thereupon returned the stock and de- 
manded a return of the money paid by him, and defendant refused: 
Held, upon a demurrer thereto, that the complaint sufficiently stated a 
cause of action for, if the allegations be true, the plaintiff would be 
entitled to recover as damages for the breach of contract the money paid 
out by him to the association. 


2. An allegation in a complaint that defendant association knew that the only 
inducement to the payment of money and subscribing for stock was the 
promised loan, and that defendant accepted the money with such knowl- 
edge, was a sufficient statement of a cause of action, although it was not 
alleged that the agent of the defendant who made the mMeees promises 
had authority to make them. 


3, A denial in an answer of knowledge on the part of defendant of an allega- 
tion of a complaint is incomplete unless it includes a denial of information 
sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allegation. 


4, An exception by a defendant that, upon all the evidence submitted on a 
trial, the plaintiff is not entitled to recover, should be taken before the 
case is given to the jury. If taken for the first time after verdict, it will 
not be considered. 


.. Where the burden upon each of three issues was upon the plaintiff, and 
the answer to the third depended upon the response to the others, it was 
not error to charge, in substance, that the burden of the two issues was 
on the plaintiff. 


Action, tried at August Term, 1893, of Forsyru, before Win- 
(365) ston, J. 
| The plaintiff alleged: 

1. That defendant is a corporation, duly organized and doing business 
in North Carolina. 

2. That on or about the -_ day of ~._---.-_-_ , 1891, the plaintiff, 
being in need of money, applied to the local agent of the defendant for 
a loan of five thousand dollars; that the said agent promised and agreed 
with the plaintiff verbally, and by printed representations furnished to 
the plaintiff by the company, that if the plaintiff would subscribe for 
fifty shares of stock in the defendant corporation and pay in advance 
the sum of $260 and certain counsel fees amounting to $20, making in 
all $280, and would furnish real estate security, as required by the cor- 
poration, the company would loan to the plaintiff said $5,000. 
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3. That plaintiff had no money to invest in stock in the company, but 
relying on sald representations and promise, paid the aforesaid sum, 
ageregating $280, and applied for the loan of the money, complying with 
all conditions of the corporation, and offering real estate security, but 
the defendant corporation, in violation of its contract, refused to make 
such loan to plaintiff, although the defendant knew that the loan of 
money was the only inducement to the payment of the money by plain- 
tiff, and the taking of the stock. 

4, That after the refusal of the defendant to furnish the money as 
promised, plaintiff returned the stock to the company and demanded the 
return of his money, which was refused. 

Plaintiff demanded judgment for $280, with interest until paid, ete. 

The defendant, answering the complaint, said: 

That the second paragraph of the complaint is not true. 
- That the third paragraph is not true. 

The defendant has no knowledge of the fourth, and demands proof. 

As a second defense the defendants say that they have never 

-promised to loan money to the plaintiff through their literature (366) 
or printed representations, except what appears in such printed 
matter, and that the local agent has no authority to make contracts for 
this company other than appears in the prospectus containing contract 
and by-laws of the company. That the company has loaned thousands 
of dollars in the city, but always upon approved security and applica- 

tions satisfactory to the board of directors of the company. Defendants 
demand judgment that the complaint be dismissed, and they recover 
their costs, ete. 

The following issues were submitted and responded to bs the jury: 

“1, Did the plaintiff enter into a contract with the defendant company 
for the sole purpose of borrowing money? ‘Yes.’ 

“9, Did the plaintiff become a member of the defendant association ¢ 
‘No’ 

. 3, What sum, if any, did the plaintiff pay the defendant under and 
by virtue of such contract? ‘$265,’ 

“4, Is the defendant indebted to the plaintiff, and if so, in what sum? 

“Yes, the sum of $265, with six per cent interest from date of payment.’ ” 

From verdict and judgment in favor of plaintiff, defendant appealed. 


Watson & Buxton for plainteff. 
J. 8. Grogan for defendant. 


MacRarz, J. The first exception is in the nature of a demurrer ore 
tenus, on the ground that the complaint does not state facts sufficient to 
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constitute a cause of action, and this objection may be taken for the first 
tine in this Court. Jackson v. Jackson, 105 N. C., 433. 
In examining this question, we can only look at the complaint. 
(867) itself, from which it appears that the plaintiff seeks to recover 
back money alleged to have been paid by him to the defendant 
upon an alleged contract made by plaintiff with the local agent of the 
defendant to the effect that upon the subscribing by plaintiff for fifty 
shares of stock in defendant corporation, and the payment by plaintiff 
of the sum named and the furnishing of real estate security, as required 
by the said corporation, the defendant would loan the plaintiff the sum 
of $5,000. The complaint further alleges that plaintiff fully complied 
with his part of said contract, and that defendant failed and refused 
to loan the said sum of $5,000 to plaintiff, and thereupon the plaintiff 
returned the stock to defendant and demanded the repayment to him of 
the money so paid to him, and defendant refused to repay the same. 

Upon the foregoing facts, taken as true—for they are admitted for 
the purposes of this exception—it will appear that the plaintiff has stated 
a cause of action; for it is clear that, upon this statement, if admitted, 
he would be entitled to recover the money paid by him as damages for © 
the breach of contract by defendant. 

Jt is not alleged, however, in the complaint, that the local agent had 
authority to make the contract for defendant. IEf it be contended that 
there is nothing to show that said agent had such authority, and therefore 
the defendant is not bound, still there 1s a cause of action stated, for 
the plaintiff would be entitled to relief, because it is alleged in the com- 
plaint “that the defendant knew that the loan of money was the only 
inducement to the payment of money by plaintiff and the taking of 
stock,” the only meaning of which allegation is that the defendant knew 
of the inducement offered by its agent and accepted the plaintifi’s money 
with such knowledge. A bare statement of the proposition shows that 
the defendant would not be permitted, at law or in equity, to retain 
the money so paid by the plaintiff and refuse to loan him the $5,000 

upon sufficient security. Follette v. Insurance Co., 110 N. C,, 
(3868) 877; Benson v. Insurance Co., 111 N. C., 47. The case does not 

make out a voluntary payment with a knowledge of all the facts, 
which could not be recovered back, but a payment in subscription to stock 
upon a condition known to defendant when it accepted the payment. 
Adams v. Reeves, 68 N. C., 184. We are not encumbered upon this point 
with any questions which might arise if it appeared that this payment 
was made with notice to the plaintiff of any conditions of subscription 
which may appear in the prospectus or other notice of defendant, for 
we are now considering the case simply upon the complaint, and in this 
view we think it states a cause of action. 
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The second exception is that, upon all the evidence, the plaintiff was 
not entitled to a verdict. The answer denies the allegations of the sec- 
ond and third articles of the complaint. We do not think that the 
fourth article, alleging the return of the stock and demand for the re- 
_ turn of the money, has been sufficiently denied by the answer, for it is 
simply a denial of knowledge, and not of information, sufficient to form 
a belief. Durden v. Simmons, 84 N. C., 555; The Code, sec. 243. For 
a second defense the defendants, in their answer, deny that they have 
ever promised to loan money to plaintiff “through their literature or 
printed representations, except what appears in their printed matter,” 
and they further deny the authority of their local agent to make con- 
tracts for this company other than appears in the prospectus, ete. The 
effect of this second defense is simply to deny the authority of their local 
agent to make the contract set out in the complaint. 

Upon these pleadings, which are copied in full, issues were’ made up 
by the court and submitted to the jury. To these i issues there was no 
objection on the part of defendant. There were no other issues tendered. 
We must presume, then, that defendant was satisfied with them and de- 
sired no others. Clark’s Code, sec. 395, p. 357. 

There were no objections to testimony, except the one objection 
stated in the third exception, to be considered hereafter, and no (369) 
prayers for instructions. ‘ 

The second exception, taken for the first time after verdict, cannot 
now be considered. The point ought to have been made in the court 
below before the case was submitted to the jury. Tayloe v. Steamboat 
Co., 88 N. C., 15. 

The third exception was to the exclusion of the question asked ‘the 
plaintiff as to the value of his real estate. It was urged by defendant’s 
counsel that this question and its answer were relevant, because the 
plaintiff alleged in his complaint that he had offered defendant ample 
security for the loan, and that this was denied in the answer. It will 
appear that no issue upon this allegation and denial was tendered by 
defendant, and upon the issues submitted without objection this testi- 
-mony was not relevant. 

‘We find another exception in the case, though not in the aasivanieis 
of errors. His Honor, among other things, charged the jury “that if 
from the evidence they found that the plaintiff entered into a contract 
with defendant simply to borrow money, and did not become a member 
of the company, they would so find, otherwise, they would so find, the 
burden being on the plaintiff.” “To this the defendant excepts.” The 
meaning of this part of the instruction was that upon the first and 
second issues the burden was on the plaintiff, and we see no valid ground 
of objection to this charge, for the burden was on the plaintiff, not only | 
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upon those, but upon all of the issues. There is no error of which the 
defendant can complain. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: S.v. Harris, 120 N. C., 578; Cobb v. Clegg, 187 N. C., 162. 


(370) | 
F. E. SHOBER v. W. H. WHEELER et At. 


Fraudulent Conveyance—Parties—Discretion of Trial Judge—Witness 
—Testimony—Practice—Exceptions to Charge—Inadequacy of Price. 


1. Where, at the call of a case for trial in the court below, it appeared that - 
the plaintiff was willing to proceed without certain mortgagees of defend- 
ant being made parties, and that defendants had excepted to a former 
order of the court directing such mortgagees to be made parties, and that 
the validity of the mortgages could not be affected by the result of the 
trial, it was a matter entirely within the discretion of the trial judge to 

. determine whether or not the causé should be tried before some of the 
mortgagees were brought in, _ 


. A party who has examined his adversary under the provisions of section 
581 of The Code is not compelled to use the testimony on the trial, nor 
does he, by such examination, make such adversary his witness. 


3. Objection to testimony is obviated where the objecting party, by his own 
witness, afterwards substantiates the testimony so objected to. 


4, In the trial of an action to set aside a deed as fraudulent, a tax return 
made by the grantee, in which he did not return the land as his, was 
properly admitted for the consideration of the jury, it being some evidence 
that the grantee did not consider himself as the owner of the land. 


5. The decision of the trial judge as to which party shall open and conclude 
argument to the jury (the defendant having introduced evidence) is. final 
and not reviewable. 


6. It is within the discretion of the trial jadge whether he will consider or 
ignore prayers for special instructions to the jury handed to him after 
the time prescribed therefor. : 


7. Exceptions to a charge should be specific; therefore, where a charge con- 
tains numerous distinct propositions, an exception “for misdirection in 
charging the jury as requested by plaintiffs, which charge is recited 
above,” is too general and will not be considered. 


8. While inadequacy of price will not per se vitiate a sale made by an in- 
solvent to a near relative, or to another, unless so gross as to appear that 
the purchaser got the property for nothing, yet it is always a suspicious | 
circumstance in a transaction by an insolvent and justifies careful seru- 
tiny, and the greater the discrepancy the greater the suspicion. 
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Action, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, at the August (371) - 
Term, 1893, of Forsyru. 

The action was to set aside two certain deeds set out therein 
from W. H. Wheeler to Ann J. Wheeler and W. H. Wheeler to E. H. 
Jennings. | 

No. 1. At the May Term, 1891, on motion of Watson & Buxton, 
plaintifi’s counsel, the point having been raised by Jones & Kerner, at- 
torneys, in the answer of the heirs-at-law of Ann J. Wheeler, as appears 
in the record, his Honor Judge John G. Bynum made an order in the 
cause that certain mortgagees of the lands set out in the pleadings were 
necessary parties, and ordered them to be brought in by process of the 
court, as appears by the said order, to which order defendant excepted, 
and had his exceptions noted on the record of the court. On calling — 
the cause for trial at August Term, 1893, defendants, Wheeler and wife, 
and Jennings (Mrs. Ann Wheeler and Mrs. Jennings not being alive), 
insisted that the cause could not be tried, as some of the said mortgagees 
were not brought in or in any way made parties to the suit, and the cause 
did not stand for trial until they were made parties. His Honor there- 
upon decided to try the cause, as the mortgagees did not object, and 
ordered the cause to be proceeded with. To this defendants excepted. 

No. 2. It appeared to the court by admissions of counsel for the 
plaintiff that the evidence of W. H. Wheeler had been taken before the 
clerk of the court under the provisions of The Code, sec. 581, to be read 
in evidence in this cause, and the same was fully recorded by the clerk, 
and on file in the cause, and a copy thereof in the hands of plaintiff’s 
counsel during the examination of said W. H. Wheeler; that during the 
progress of the trial W. H. Wheeler testified in his own behalf, and on 
cross-examination plaintiff was permitted to ask the following questions: 

“Was not your mother old and feeble and subject to your 
influence at the time of the sale to her?” Answer: “Not subject (372) 
to my influence.” 

‘Did you not tell Mr. Buxton that you did not intend to pay the 
Shober debt?” Answer: “No.” 

“Did you not intend to convey all your real estate to avoid this fudg- 
ment?’ Answer: “No.” 

Defendants objected, for.that they were impeaching questions, and 
plaintiff could not impeach the witness, as he had his testimony, and 
made him his own witness. The court overruled the objection, for that 
the evidence of Wheeler taken before the clerk was not read in evidence 
in the case, and plaintiff was allowed to proceed with the examination, 
and the defendants excepted. 

No. 3. In order to show the insolvency of W. H. Wheeler at the time 

of the alleged deeds from him to Ann J. Wheeler, dated 27 November, 
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1887, and to E. H. Jennings, dated the ____ day of _--_--__--- , 188_-, 
7 plaintiff offered in evidence an execution issued on a judgment in the 
Superior Court of Forsyth County, in the case of F. H. Shober v. W. A. 
Wheeler (it being the judgment now sued on) to the sheriff of Forsyth 
County, and the return of the sheriff thereon, allotting homestead and: 
personal property exemptions and a return of nothing found in excess, 
said execution bearing date the 2d day of January, 1889, and the 
sheriff’s return thereon bearing date _--_ day of ----------- 5 188 22 

Defendant Jennings and others objected, for that the same was in- 
competent; that it was not a record; that if a record, it was res inter 
alios acta, and not competent in the cause, as there were other parties 
to the suit at bar. The court admitted the evidence and defendants ex- 
cepted. | 

The defendant, W. #. Wheeler, put upon the stand afterwards, stated 
that his homestead was laid off by the appraisers 2 January, 1889, and 
that he had no personal property at said date in excess of the exemptions 
allowed him by law and assigned him by the said appraisers. 

No. 4. To show the insolvency of W. H. Wheeler and E, H. 

(373) Jennings at the time of the alleged deeds, and also that after 

said date said Jennings did not consider the lands his own, plain- 

tiff offered in evidence original tax returns, admitted by Wheeler and 

Jennings to have been signed by them, of Forsyth County for the years 

1887, 1888, 1889, 1890, showing that the property was not listed by 
Jennings. 

Defendants W. H. Wheeler and E. H. Jennings objected. Objection 
overruled. Defendants excepted. 

No. 5. At the opening of the trial, and before the evidence was in, 
the plaintiff and the defendant tendered issues, the plaintiff admitting 
that the issues tendered by the defendant were about correct. His Honor 
stated that the issues tendered by the defendants would be adopted, 
which were as follows: 

“1, Was the deed from W. H. Wheeler to Ann J. Wheeler made with 
the intent to hinder, delay or defraud the creditors of W. H. Wheeler? 

“J Did the said Ann J. Wheeler have any knowledge of any alleged 
fraudulent intention ? 

“3. Was the purchase by Ann J. Wheeler bona fide; and the considera- 
tion paid for the property a fair price for all the land at the time the 
deed was made? 

“4. Was the deed from W. H. Wheeler to E. H. Jennings made with 
the intent to hinder, delay or defraud the creditors of W. H. Wheeler $ 

“5. Did the defendant E. H. Jennings have knowledge of any such 
alleged fraudulent intention ? 

“6. Was the purchase by E. H. Jennings bona fide and the considera- 
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tion paid for the property a fair price for the land at the time the deed 
was made?” : 

At the close of the testimony the court, of its own motion and by 
consent, struck out issues Nos. 3 and 6. | 

No. 6. It appears from the pleadings in the cause that hs defendant 
admitted the execution of the deeds alleged to have been made by , 
W. H. Wheeler to Ann J. Wheeler and E. H. Jennings, and the (374) 
relationship was admitted, to wit, that W. H. Wheeler was the 
son of Ann J. Wheeler and the father-in-law of E. H. Jennings. 

Defendants then contended that they were entitled to the opening and 
conclusion in the argument. Huis Honor denied the defendants’ motion 
and permitted the plaintiff the right to open and conclude, charging 
that the affirmative of the issues was on the plaintiff, and defendants 
excepted to the ruling declining to permit the defendants to open and 
conclude. | | 

No. 7. After the close of the testimony, and after the argument had 
begun and one speech had been made for the plaintiff and two speeches 
for defendants, Mr. Ball, counsel for plaintiff, presented to the court 
written instructions—special instructions to the jury—and requested 
the court so to charge. 

In his charge his Honor gave the instructions prayed for by Mr. Ball, 
and also fully arrayed the evidence for the defendants by calling atten- 
tion to the fact that both W. H. Wheeler and E. H. Jennings swore that 
there was no intent on their part to defraud any one, and especially the 
plaintiff, in this suit; that they sought to show how Mrs. Wheeler was 
a creditor for a large amount of Dr. Wheeler, he having borrowed of 
her about $5,000 insurance money at one time and other sums of money 
arising from the sale of her Davie lands; that the statement of the in- 
surance transaction was corroborated by Colonel Alspaugh, by whom the 
$5,000 insurance check was cashed; that the defendant Wheeler swore 
that the saleof the land to his mother was a fair and honest transaction 
and for a full and adequate price, and that R. J. Reynolds had testified 
with reference to the value of the lands, which the Jury would consider. 

The court also fully arrayed the testimony as bearing on the Jennings 
transaction, and charged the jury that while they were parties to the 
suit and hence interested in the result of the action, and on that 
account their statements were to be carefully weighed by the jury, (375) 
still if the jury believed that they spoke the truth their testimony — 
was entitled to the same weight as if they were not parties. 

There was evidence tending to show fraud in the said transaction, 
and evidence tending to show the absence of fraud, also evidence bearing 
pro and con upon the knowledge of Mrs. Ann J. Wheeler and E. H. 


Jennings of said fraud. 
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There was verdict for the plaintiff. Defendants moved for a new trial; 
’ for error in the rulings of the court as set out In exceptions above stated, 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, and for misdirection to the jury in charging 
the jury “as requested by plaintiff, which charge rs recited above.” 

The court, among other things, charged the Jury: 

“Every sale of property by a son to a father or other near relative 
at the time embarrassed with debts beyond his ability to pay them, is not 
necessarily fraudulent and void as to his creditors. | 

“Tf the mother honestly buys the land from the son in such circum- 
stances, and pays for it at a fair price, such a sale is good and valid 
as to everybody, and it stands on 1 the same footing as 1f it had been made 
to a stranger. 

“There is no reason why a son unable to pay his debts may not sell 
his property to his mother or other near relative, and the only difference 
between a sale between near relatives and strangers is that close relation- 
ship, if the good faith of the transaction is questioned, is a circumstance 
of suspicion and evidence tending to show a fraudulent intent.” 

The court likewise charged the jury that when the grantee in an ab- 
solute deed, such as the one in suit, pays a valuable consideration, his 
title is good, although the grantor executed it with the intent to hinder, 
delay and defraud his creditors, if the grantee had no knowledge of the 
fraudulent intent at the time it was executed. 

The court, by way of illustration, charged the jury that if a 

(876) man, being insolvent, executed a deed to a near relative for a tract 

of land worth, say $3,000, and received only $2,500 therefor, this 

discrepancy between the real value and the price obtained was a sus- 

picious circumstance, and that: it was more eee as the discrep- 
ancy was greater. 

The defendants excepted to this part of the charge. 

The defendants asked no special instructions of the court. 

Motion for judgment by defendants denied. Defendants excepted, and 
after judgment for plaintiff, defendants appealed. 


Watson & Buxton for plainicff. 

J. 8. Grogan and Glenn & Manly for defendants. 

2 

BurweEtt, J. We will consider the defendants’ exceptions servatym as 
set out in the case on appeal. 

1. It was a matter entirely within the discretion of his Honor to de- 
termine whether or not the cause should be tried before some of the 
mortgagees were brought in. The plaintiff was willing to try the case 
with the parties then in court. The defendants had excepted to the order 
made at the instance of the plaintiff to bring in the mortgagees, thus in- 
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sisting that they were not necessary parties. Plaintiff seems by his ac- 
tion to have conceded that that exception was well taken, in part, at least, 
and thereupon it was for his Honor to say if a trial should then be had. 
If any good cause for a postponement had been shown, no doubt it would 
have been granted. It appears from the record that the mortgages 
spoken of were put upon the lands prior to the alleged fraudulent trans- 
fer by the mortgagor to his mother and son-in-law. Their validity is . 
not in any way affected by the verdict and judgment. | 

2. The fact that the plaintiff had examined the defendant 
_ W. H. Wheeler, under the provisions of section 581 of The Code, (877) 
did not compel the plaintiff to use that testimony on the trial, nor 

did it make that defendant in any sense the plaintifi’s witness. But if 
so, we are unable to see how the defendants’ cause could have been -pre- 
judiced by the questions and answers set out in this exception. 

3. We think there was no good ground for this exception, but if there 
were, it was completely obviated by the subsequent testimony of the de- 
‘fendant, fully establishing the very fact which the Paes sought to 
prove by the evidence objected to here. 

4, The tax return made by defendants was properly subeeted to the ° 
consideration of the jury. If they really owned the land here in dis- 
pute, it was their duty to return it for taxation. That they failed to 
so return it was some evidence that they did not consider themselves as 
the owners thereof. 

5, This exception was not pressed before us. 

6. The defendants excepted “to the ruling declining to permit defend- 
ants to open and conclude.” ‘The decision of his Honor upon this point 
is not reviewable here. Rule 6. 

7. His Honor might have insisted that the plaintiff’s prayers for 
special instructions were handed to him after the time prescribed, and 
that he could not be required to consider them. That was his privilege 
under the rule. The defendants could have no right to object to his 
exercising that privilege, or his failure to do so. 

8, This exception is “for misdirection in charging the jury as re- 
quested by plaintiff, which charge is recited above.” A reference to the 
charge so “recited above,” wili show that it contains numerous distinct. 
propositions. Exceptions should be specific. Willzams v. Johnston, 94 
N. C., 633. The evidence taken on the trial has not been sent 
up to us. It would be unjust to the appellees to allow the 
appellants, under such a general exception, to single out here some 
one of the propositions contained in that charge, and insist that 
there appeared error in giving it, when if a specifie objection (378) 
had been noted, either on the motion for a new trial, or when 
the case on appeal was tendered by them, there might, perhaps, have been 
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incorporated in the case evidence produced on the trial or other parts 
of the charge that would show the pertinence and propriety of that 
which is here pointed out as objectionable. We cannot, therefore, con- 
sider this exception; it is too general. 

9. We find no reasonable objection to the illustration which his GE 
used in his charge to the jury. Inadequacy of price will not per se vi- 
tiate a sale made by an insolvent to a near relative, or to another, unless 
it is so gross that the court must sternly say to such puchaser that he 
got the property for nothing (Fullenwider v. Roberts, 20 N. C., 420), 
but inadequacy of price, if found to exist, is always a suspicious circum- . 
stance in the examination into any transfer of property, for the very 
good reason that men do not usually sell their land for less than it is 
worth, and when we find them doing so, especially when insolvent, it 1s 
not unreasonable to look at such a transaction with suspicious scrutiny. 
And certainly, the greater the discrepancy, the greater the suspicion, 
until it reaches that point where, because of excessive inadequacy, the 
law stamps the pretended sale as no sale at all. We find no error, and 

the judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Banking Oo. v. Walker, 121 N. C., 116; Craddock v. Barnes, 
142 N. ©., 99; Shober v. Wheeler, 144 N. C., 403; Martin v. Knight, 
147 N. ©., 581; S. v. Lane, 166 N. C., 340; Phillips v. Land Co., 174 
N. C., 544. : | 


(379) 


BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BLADEN COUNTY v. COMMISSIONERS 
OF BLADEN. 


Taxes—Catation Tax—Public School Tax—Pension Tax, Constitu- 
tionality of —A pportionment. 


1. It is the exclusive right of the Legislature to determine and declare by 
whom and how the indigent of the State entitled to support shall be ascer- 
tained, and from what fund and by whom allowances for their support 
shall be made, 


2. The act of the Legislature (ch. 198, Acts 1889) providing pensions for dis- 
abled and necessitous Confederate soldiers and their indigent widows was 
enacted in the discharge of a legal as well as moral obligation enjomed 
by the Constitution. 

8. As the levy of the tax of nine cents made by the act of 1889 did not exceed 
one-fourth of the total State levy on the poll, the Legislature had the 
right to appropriate it to the particular class of the indigent of the State 

_ to which it related (disabled and indigent Confederate soldiers and their 
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indigent widows). and to provide by other legislation for the other poor 
through the county commissioners of the various counties. 

4. Such levy of nine cents for pensions is authorized only as a tax for the 
maintenance of the poor, and cannot be imposed as an additional tax, 
but is a part of, and must be deducted from, the one-fourth of the capita- 
tion tax usually subject to appropriation for the support of the poor, 
three-fourths of the capitation tax being set apart by the Constitution for 

- publie school purposes. 

5. Where a county board of education brought suit against the board of com- 
missioners to recover the portion of the capitation tax paid over to the 
State for several years for the pension fund to the diminution of the 
educational fund instead of the general poor fund: Held, that while the 
edueational fund should not have been diminished by such misappropria- 
tion, the county commissioners cannot be held liable for the same, either 
individually or as representatives of the county; nor, indeed, can the 
county treasurer who has paid such portion over to the State be held 
liable, as was held in the somewhat analogous case of Liles v. Rogers, 
ante, 197. 


Winston, J., before whom the case was heard, at Fall Term, 1892, 
of BLapEn, Réiderad an elaborate and well et ee opinion, aid in 
conclusion ‘adjudged as follows: 

“That the commissioners of Bladen did not legally divide and (3880) 
appropriate the poll tax for the years mentioned. Under the 
Revenue Act of 1891, chapter 323, Laws 1891, forty-five cents of the poll 
tax 1s set apart for the purposes of education irrespective of the consti- 
tutional application, but not in antagonism to the same. This amount 
deducted from the tax levied on each poll in Bladen County will leave 
$1.85 to be divided between the poor and the schools in the proportion 
of three to one. Hence, we have for education 


Under the Revenue Act of 1 ee ee ee ee eee $ 45 
Under the Constitution, 84 of the balance of the capitation tax, 
DAO DLO 0 eri pa ae ele elie eee ete Sie esl Oey 
Ore Wee tists a eee Se eee ad $1, 461, 


The judgment of the court, therefore, is that the plaintiffs do recover 
of the defendants the sum of 2014 cents on each poll on which a poll tax 
was levied and collected,” ete. 

The application for a mandamus was continued and the cause retained, 
and defendants appealed. 

The constitutionality of the Pension Act of 1889, chapter 198, is in- 
volved in the determination of this case, 

The plaintiffs alleged: 

1. That the plaintiffs are a corporation created by iis General Laws 
of North Carolina, with power to sue and be sued. 
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2. That the defendants are a corporation created by the laws of North 
Carolina, with power to sue and be sued. 

3. That the defendants did not require enough of the poll taxes which 
were levied to be appropriated and applied to the school fund of Bladen 
County for the years 1890, 1891 and 1892, the total levies on each poll 
for all purposes being $1.80, and of that amount only the sum of $1.26 

was appropriated and applied to the said school fund, which 
(381) amount so applied was less than three-fourths of the amount 
levied. 

4, That out of the amounts levied upon polls and realized from that 
source, there was about five hundred and forty dollars applied to pur- — 
poses other than the school fund in the county for the years aforesaid, 
which amount ought to have been applied by the defendants to the school 
fund of Bladen County. 

Wherefore, the plaintiffs demand judgment: 

1. For the sum of five hundred and forty dollars, and cost of this 
action. 

2, That a writ of mandamus issue from this Honorable Court, com- 
manding the defendants to apply the aforesaid sum already levied to the 
school fund of Bladen County in accordance with law and the prayer of 
the plaintiffs. 

3. For such other relief as the plaintiffs have right to demand, 

The defendants, answering the complaint, said: 

“1. That the allegations contained in Articles Nos. 1 and 2 are ad- 
mitted. 

“2. That Article 3 of the complaint is admitted, except that portion 
that alleges the defendants did not levy up to the constitutional limit in 
the year 1890, and that part of said complaint is denied. In further 
answer to said Article No. 3, the defendants allege that under the Con- 
stitution, Art. V, sec. 2, the defendants had the right to apply twenty- 
five per centum of the capitation tax to the support of the poor of the 
county. 

“3. That the allegations contained in Article No. 4 are denied.” 

The following are the facts agreed: 

That the total levy on polls in Bladen County for the years 1890, 
1891 and 1892 was one dollar and eighty cents on each poll. This in- © 
cludes the State and county levies. That said poll taxes were appor- 
tioned as follows for each of said years, viz: 


One-fourth of total levy for poor pe eceeeen ee eae ee: $ 45 

(382) For Pensions, under chapter 189, Laws of 1889_.________ .09 
BS Os ca a a ia cee pe te Se 1.26 

OE See ae oe ae tae et $1.80 
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C. C. Lyon and Disnn & Busbee for appellants. 
- No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. Under the provisions of section 2, chapter 323, Laws 1891, 
a capitation tax of seventy-five cents was levied on every male person 
not exempt as herein declared, to be devoted to the purposes of education 
and the support of the poor, as may be prescribed by law, not inconsis- 
tent with the apportionment established by section 2, Article V of the 
- Constitution of the State. This levy was made, as expressly stated, in 
contemplation of the statute (section 17, chapter 198, Laws of 1889), 
- which devotes nine cents of the proceeds arising from the tax on each 
poll, together with three cents of the twenty-five derived from the tax 
on every hundred dollars in value of taxable property, to the payment 
of pensions of indigent and disabled soldiers, provided for in the same 
act. The county of Bladen supplemented the State capitation tax so as 
to make the aggregate $1.80 on every taxable poll, of which nine cents _ 
on each head was paid over to the proper authorities of the State. Of 
the sum remaining to be appropriated under the orders of the defendants 
$1.26 arising from each poll was paid over to the plaintiffs, and forty- 
five cents per capita to the support of the poor. The plaintiffs contend 
that three-fourths of the aggregate capitation tax, or $1.35 of the $1.80 
derived from each poll, was devoted by the Constitution to “the purposes 
of education,” and should have been paid over to them, while the de- 
fendants insist that one-fourth of the whole levy on polls, or forty-five 
cents of each poll tax, was properly expended for the pup port of the in- 
digent 1 in the county of Bladen. 7 

The questions raised by the appeal depend upon the construe- 
tion of section 2, Article V, of the Constitution, which is as (383) 
follows: 

“The proceeds of the State and county capitation tax shall be 
applied to the purposes of education and the support of the poor, but in 
no one year shall more than twenty-five per cent thereof be appropriated 
to the latter purpose.” 

The application of the proportion of the capitation tax specified in 
the Constitution to the support of the poor must be made necessarily 
under the direction of the Legislature, whose exclusive right it 1s, in the 
exercise of the general police power, to determine and declare by whom 
and how the names of the indigent of the State who are entitled to assist- 
ance from the public, in order to their maintenance, shall be ascertained 
and, subject to the restrictions of the Constitution, from what fund and 
by whom allowances for their support shall be made. Counties are the 
creatures of the law-making department, and their powers may be en- 
larged, abridged or withdrawn at the pleasure of the Legislature, pro- 
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vided no right guaranteed by the organic law be infringed. Lilly v. 
Taylor, 88 N. C., 489; Commissioners v. Commissioners, 95 N. C., 189. 
If the Legislature were not clothed with power to alter, amend or repeal 
section 2, Article VII, the general supervision of the poor of the county 
would still be exercised only as may be prescribed by law. Another 
clause of the Constitution (section 7, Article XI) enjoins upon the 
Legislature the duty of making beneficent provision for the poor, the 
unfortunate, and orphans. The law which provides pensions for differ- 
ent classes of persons who were disabled during the war, and for certain 
widows (Laws 1889, ch. 198), was enacted, therefore, in the discharge 
of a legal as well as a moral obligation. As the anfottunate, blind, deaf 
and duneb, and insane are cared for in different institutions adapted 3 In: 
all their appointnients to the wants of each class, so provision is made for 
the wounded and disabled soldiers, by aiding in furnishing a home, food, 

clothing and medical attention to some, and by giving pecuniary 
(384) aid to others who are in charge of their relatives. The act under 

which nine cents of the whole levy of seventy-five cents on each 
poll is devoted, with three cents of the levy on every $100 in value on 
property, to the payment of these yearly stipends, shows by its terms an 
intent to provide only for old soldiers who are poor as well as disabled, 
and for no widows, except such as are indigent and unmarried. No per- 
son can become a beneficiary under the statute who owns or has disposed 
of by gift to wife, child, children or next of kin, or to any other persons 
since 11 May, 1885, property worth more than $500. Section 2. The 
whole number of poor pensioners is divided into four classes, with a view 
to increasing the allowance according to the extent of the disability re- 
sulting from wounds. The Legislature clearly has the power to delegate 
authority to the county officials to provide and care for one class of the 
indigent or unfortunate inhabitants of the State, and to disburse a part 
of the fund devoted by the Constitution to the support of the poor, by 
appropriating it more directly to another class, whose wants, in the 
opinion of the lawmakers, can be best supplied through public agencies 
of a different kind. 

As the levy of nine cents did not exceed one-fourth of the total State 
levy on the poll, the General Assembly unquestionably had the right 
to appropriate it to this particular class of the indigent, and to provide 
by general or special legislation for the other poor through the county 
commissioners of the various counties. In other words, a sum not ex- 
— ceeding one-fourth of the amount levied by the State upon the poll could, 
without violating the Constitution, be appropriated with a corresponding 
amount, upon the equation plan of the tax derived from property, to the 
support of indigent soldiers and poor widows of soldiers. But if there is 


no warrant in the organic law for the appropriation, except the au- 
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thority given by section 2, Article V of the Constitution, to expend (385) 
twenty-five per centum of the sum derived from the capitation tax 

for the support of the poor, it would follow that the amount of this fund 
applicable to the maintenance of other classes of indigent persons would 
be correspondingly diminished. The language of the Constitution 1s 
plain and peremptory, and forbids the application of the fund arising 
from the tax on polls to any purposes other than to education and. the | 
support of the poor, or of any greater proportion for the maintenance 
of the poor than that prescribed in the instrument, until the levy reaches 
the limit of two dollars. So far, this Court, in construing the Consti- 
tution, has given its affirmative sanction to a levy on the poll in excess 
of the limit of two dollars made directly by legislative act only where 
the tax is intended to suppress insurrection or repel invasion, or to meet 
payments due on the public debt of the State, or a debt created before 
the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, while it has declared unconsti- 
tutional a levy by a county, even in pursuance of legislative authority, 
except for the payment of an ante-Constitution debt, or by virtue of 
specific authority under section 6, Art. V, to levy a special tax. Board 
of Education v. Commissioners, 111 N. C., 578; Barksdale v. Commis. | 
sioners, 98 N. C., 472; University v. Holden, 63 N. C., 410. It is still 
an open question, however, whether the Legislature has the power to ex- 
—eeed the usual limit in order to provide for the maintenance of public 
schools as required by Article EX, section 3 of the Constitution. Board 
of Education v. Commissioners, supra. 

We are of the opinion, therefore, that the Legislature had no au- 
thority to impose a tax of nine cents on each poll, except as a levy for 
the maintenance of the poor, under Article V, section 2, but that no con- 
stitutional inhibition prohibited the appropriation of onetouml of any 
State tax levied upon each head to the support of the poor of any or all 
_classes. As the organic law, in unmistakable terms, devotes three- 
fourths of such levy to educational purposes, it follows that what- (386) 
ever portion of the capitation levy (not to exceed one-fourth) is 
directly appropriated by the Legislature to any given class of the poor, 
to be disburséd by some agency other than the various boards of county 
commissioners, must be deducted by the county authorities (if less than 
one-fourth) from the twenty-five per centum of the capitation tax usu- 
ally subject to appropriation by them for the support of the indigent, 
while three-fourths of the entire sum derived from that source must at 
all events be paid over to the Educational Board, who are constituted 
the custodians and disbursers of the school fund of the county. 

We concur with the learned judge who tried the case below, in the 
opinion that the Legislature was warranted in making the levy of nine 
cents on the poll, only upon the idea that necessitous veterans consti- 
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tuted a portion of the poor within the contemplation of section 2, Article 
V of the Constitution. But we think, in the absence of any express 
statute providing otherwise, the county authorities may ascertain the 
amount of the capitation tax that is subject to appropriation for the 
poor of the county by deducting the amount of the State levy for indigent 
soldiers from the one-fourth of the aggregate levy for State and county 
purposes, as they may then determine what proportion of the same fund 
is left to be devoted to educational purposes in the county by deducting 
from the three-fourths of the aggregate levy the amount devoted by the 
Legislature to the State School Fund, and paid over to the State 
Treasurer. If it were a practical question, this would lead to some modi- 
fication of the calculation adopted as a basis of the judgment rendered 
in the court below. But while there are urgent reasons for passing upon 
the question raised in this cause, especially as a guide to the auditor, who 
would otherwise be at a loss in giving the instructions which he is re- 

quired to send out to the counties, the judgment of the court 
(387) from which the defendants appeal, if treated as a final judgment, 

upon the idea that it leaves only a computation like that as to 
costs to be made, is nevertheless clearly erroneous. Judgment was de- 
manded against the county commissioners of Bladen County for the 
sum of $540, the alleged amount of the tax for the years 1890, 1891 and 
1892, which ought to have been applied for the maintenance of the pub- 
lie schools of the county, but which was applied to other purposes. It 
seems to us that there are several insurmountable objections to the ren- 
dition of such a, Judgment, or of a Judgment that the plaintiffs recover 
a sum to be ascertained by a calculation on the basis of a given rate on 
each taxable poll of the county. 

If the repeal of chapter 199 Laws 1889 by chapter 166, Laws 1893, 
restored the Acts of 1885 and the provisions of The Code in reference 
to education, which are not inconsistent with the last named act, or if, 
this proceeding be governed in any réspect by the Act of 1889, in any 
view of the question, it was the duty of the county treasurer, as treas- 
--urer of the county board of education, to collect from the sheriff “the 
whole amount levied (less such sum as may be allowed on account of in- 
solvents for the current year) by both State and county for school pur- 
poses (The Code, sec. 2563), and to receive and disburse all public school 
funds.” True, sec. 2563 of The Code was so amended by Laws 1889, ch. 
199, sec. 28, as to provide that suit should be instituted “on relation” 
of the board of education of the county instead of “on relation” of the 
county commissioners; but we fail to find any statute or any principle 
of law under which an action would lie against the county commis- 
Sioners, either as individuals or as a corporation, for money belonging 
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to the school fund which was paid over by the treasurer on his general 
account as treasurer of the county for the support of the poor of the 
county. If they had, in good faith, mistaken the law and ordered an 
improper division of the capitation tax between the county and the 
Educational Board, it is familiar learning that they would not 
thereby have incurred personal liability to the other board, be- (388) 
cause they would have been acting in a judicial capacity. Thomas | 
v. Wilton, 40 Ohio State, 516; Banker v. Commasstoners, 88 Ind., 267; 
People v. Storking, 50 Barb., 573; Hill v. Charlotte, 72 N. C., 55. On 
the other hand, the county is not liable for a misapplication of a fund 
of which the county commissioners direct the disbursement, under the 
general power delegated to them by section 753 of The Code, in good 
faith, but under a misapprehension of the law. Long v. Commissioners, 
76, N. C., 278. 

Jf the plaintiff board is entitled to recover judgment against the de- 
fendant board, which has the general oversight of county government, 
it would follow that the courts would be required, if it should become 
necessary, to enforce the levy of a sufficient tax upon the property of 
the county to replace the amount belonging to the school fund which has 
already been wrongfully but honestly expended for the support of the 
poor. The taxpayers of a county are under no legal obligation to sub- 
mit to additional burdens in order to repay sums belonging to one fund 
that may have been, in good faith, mingled with another fund and 
diverted from the purpose for which it was intended. If, however, it 
had appeared that a part of the school fund had been transferred to the 
general fund of the county, and was still held by the county treasurer, 
_ subject to. the orders of the defendant board, the plaintiffs would have 

‘been entitled to recover so much of the fund as was still unexpended, and 
to demand a writ of mandamus to compel the payment of such specific 
-sum in order to its application to the purpose for which it was intended. 

But it would seem that all of the money collected for educational pur- 
poses should have been paid over by the sheriff to the county treasurer in 
‘his capacity as treasurer of the board of education, and held by him, ° 
‘subject to the orders of said board. The Code, secs. 2563 and 2554. The 
_ defendant board, as such, had no power over that fund unless 

it was its duty to prosecute ‘a suit to compel its payment to him (389) 
as a. part of the county school fund), and the treasurer was not 
‘bound to transfer it, on the order of the county commissioners, to the 
‘fund held by the county for general purposes. So that the misapplica- 
‘tion of the fund was made by the treasurer of the board of education, . 
-and he is not a party to this action. He was required by law (The Code, 
:sees. 2558 and 2559) to make the most minute reports of his receipts 
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from all sources and his expenditures for all purposes, to the plaintiff 
board. 

As silence on the subject might lead to the bringing of almost innu- 

merable actions against the county treasurers, we deem it proper to say, 
further, that, in our opinion, if the plaintiff board had brought the ac- 
tion against the treasurer in his capacity as the custodian and disburser 
of its own funds, or upon his official bond, it would not have been en- 
titled to recover. Liles v. Rogers, ante, 197. 

For the reasons given, the judgment is 

Reversed. 


Cited: McGuire v. Williams, 123 N. 0., 357; Hornthall v. Comrs., 
126 N. C., 32; School Directors v. Comrs., 197 N. C., 265; Board. Edu- 
cation v. Comrs., 137 N. C., 815; Board of Education v. Comrs., 167. 
N. C., 117. 


JOEL TRIPLETT vy. JOHN P. FOSTER Er At. 


Practice—M otton to Docket and Dismiss Appeal. 


A motion to docket and dismiss an appeal made at the first term after the 
- trial below, but after the call of the docket of the district to which the 
case belongs, will not be entertained when the appellant brings up and 
dockets his. transcript at that term before the motion to dismiss. 


Cranor & Buxton for appellee. 


Cuark, J. This is a motion to docket and dismiss under Rule 17. 
This motion was not made at the close of the call of the docket of the 
district to which it belongs, but since. And now, during the same 
(390) term, being the first term of this Court after the trial below, the 
| appellant has brought up the transcript of the appeal and docketed 
the same before the motion to dismiss was made. This brings the case 
directly under Bryan v. Moring, 99 N. C., 16, as explained in Bailey v. 
Brown, 105 N. C., 127, on p. 130. 

If, ote iemaine his failure to docket in time for argument at this 
term, the appellant thus obtains a delay of six months, the appellee him- 
- self has been negligent in not moving to docket and dismiss at the close 
of the call of causes from that district, as he might have done.. Vigilan- 
tibus, non dormientibus leges subventunt. 


Motion denied. 
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Cited: Paine v. Cureton, 114 N. C., 607; Haynes v. Coward, 116 
N. ©. 841; Speller v. Speller, 119 N. C., 358; Rothchild v. McNichol, 
121 N.C, "985; Smith v. Montague, ib., 93; Packing Co. v. Williams, 
122 N.C.,, "407: Benodee e: J ones, 131 N. C., ‘ATA: McLain v. McDonald, 


175 N. C., 419. 


| (391) 
J. P. McLEAN, Guarpran, Etc., v. MRS. J. R. BREECE. 


Guardian—Lunati e’s Hstate—Account—ZJ urisdiction—Practice. 


1. Although the courts will not order the payment of a lunatic’s debts con- 
_ tracted anterior to his lunacy, if it will deprive him or his family of 
maintenance, yet where, in the settlement of the guardian’s account, the 

lunatic being dead and his only child of age, it appears that the guardian, 
in good faith, paid such debts without. prejudice to the estate, the dis- 
bursement will be allowed. 

2: Where a guardian of a lunatic, by the issuance of a summons and filing his 
final account, began a proceeding for a settlement of his ward’s estate 
and no pleadings were filed, but the matter has pended seven years, 
during which time there have been three references and four reports, 
besides numerous orders and two final judgments below, and two appeals 
to this Court, an exception by plaintiff guardian to the final judgment on 
the ground that there are no pleadings in the cause will not be enter- 
tained, nor is it necessary, in such case, that pleadings be filed in this 
Court nune pro tune. | 

3. The clerk of the Superior Court has jurisdiction of settlements between 
guardian and ward and, of course, between the guardian and the ward’s 
personal representative. 

4, If an action, begun wrongfully before the acne gets inte the Superior Court 
by appeal, or otherwise, the latter has jurisdiction, and can make any © 
needful amendment of process to give effectual jurisdiction, as also this 
Court may do if necessary. 


Proceeding for the settlement of a deceased lunatic’s estate by his 
guardian, instituted before the clerk of Cumberland Superior Court by 
the guardian against the daughter of the lunatic, to which the adminis- 
trator of the lunatic afterwards made himself a party, and heard on re- 
port of referee at January Term, 1893, of Cumpertanp, before Winston, 
.J., from whose judgment against him the plaintiff appealed. 

The exceptions are noted in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 
(For former appeal in same case, see 109 N. C., 564.) 


N. W. Ray for plawmtif. 
J. W. Hinsdale and C. W. eT ieaees for defendant. 
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Crarx, J. When this cause was here before (109 N. ©., 564), the | 
Court said, in reference to “vouchers numbered respectively in the ac- 
count stated by the referee, Nos. 2, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 16, 17,” 
and those for “sundry trips to Raleigh on account of oar 2 that “the 
referee must be required to inquire more particularly as to the nature 
and purpose of and the necessity for the expenditures and disbursements 
embraced by them.” This the referee proceeded to do. On the coming 
in of the report the Court allowed defendant’s exceptions to vouchers 11, © 
12, 18, 14, 15, 16 and 17, and ordered a reference to reform the account. 
As no appeal lay from such interlocutory order (Wallace v. Douglas, 105 
N. C., 42), the plaintiff properly caused his exceptions to the rulings to 
be noted in the record. It is now brought up for review on the appeal 
from the final judgment. The referee found from the evidence that these 

| vouchers (11 to 17 inclusive), were debts against the estate when 
(392) the guardian (plaintiff) took charge, that he paid them in good 
faith, and that they were correct and just claims against James 
Breece. The defendant excepted, because those disbursements were not: 
“for the support and maintenance of the lunatic, or of his family, nor 
for necessary expenses of the ward or his wife and child, nor for their 
benefit, nor authorized by law or any previous order of Court.” In sus- 
taining this exception to the vouchers mentioned (11 to 17) there was 
error. This Court had already ruled in this case, 109 N. C., on page 
567, that “when he (the guardian) in good faith pays debts that ought 
to be paid, and by so doing the ward’s estate suffers no prejudice, he will 
be allowed credit for disbursements of assets in his hands in such re- 
spects.” To same purport is Adams v. Thomas, 83 N. C., 521. It does 
not appear that the ward’s estate or the maintenance of himself and 
family, suffered any prejudice by the payment of these just debts incur- 
red by him anterior to his lunacy. It is true, both that the courts will 
not order payment of a lunatic’s anterior debts if it will deprive him or 
his family of maintenance (Smith v. Pipkin, 79 N. C., 569), and that 
he is entitled to his personal property exemption; but none of these ques- 
tlons can arise; the lunatic is dead, and the only child is of age. The 
question is not as to reserving a sufficiency for maintenance, but whether 
in this final settlement the guardian shall be allowed for just debts paid 
in good faith by him. These credits were, therefore, erroneously stricken 
from the account and should be restored to it. 


The plaintiff's second exception was made at January .Term, 1893, 
for that in reforming the account the referee had failed to make a deduc- 
tion of $41.75, allowed by the court in voucher number 10, from the 
sum total of the debits. It seems to us from inspection of the account 
that the deduction was made. But as the account must be reformed by 
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reinstating vouchers 11 to 17 inclusive, the inadvertence, if such there 
be in regard. to this $41.75, will be corrected. 

The plaintiff further excepted at the final judgment to any 
judgment being entered, upon the ground that there are no plead- (393) 
ings in the cause. This proceeding was instituted by the plaintiff 
seven years ago. It has been referred three times, with four reports 
made. There have been numerous orders and two final judgments in 
the court below, and the case is now for the second time in this Court. — 
The objection came too late. Stancil v. Gay, 92 N. C., 455. This Court 
might permit pleadings to be filed here nunc pro tunc (The Code, sec. 
965), but we deem it unnecessary, as it would serve no useful purpose. 

The plaintiff further excepts in this Court, for the first time and ore 
tenus, on the ground of a want of jurisdiction, in that the action was 
instituted before the clerk originally. This he can do—Rule 27 of this 
Court. But the objection is unfounded. Donnelly v. Wrlcow, post, 408. 
The clerk has jurisdiction of settlements between guardian and ward, 
and, of course, of settlements between guardian and the ward’s personal 
representative. The Code, sec. 1619; McNeill v. Hodges, 105 N. C., 
52. But had the action been “begun wrongly before the clerk, it having 
gotten into the Superior Court by appeal or otherwise, the latter has 
jurisdiction of the whole cause, and can make amendment of process to 
give effectual jurisdiction.” Capps v. Capps, 85 N. (., 408; Cheatham 
v. Cruise, 81 N. C., 348; Robeson v. Hodges, 105 N. ©., 49. The Court 
here in such case would amend the process if necessary. 2. Lt. Comrs. 
v. Telegraph Co., ante, 218; The Code, sec. 965; or might remand the 
case that the amendment might be made in the court below. Where, 
however, a cause has been so long pending as this, without exception 
on that ground, it would be presumed that the requisite amendment of 
process had been in fact already ordered in the Superior Court. 

The judgment thus modified as indicated, is affirmed. The costs of 
this Court will be taxed against the appellee. The Code, sec. 540. 

Modified and affirmed. 


Cited: Elliott v. Tyson, 117 N. C., 116; McLeod v. Graham, 132 
N. C., 474; Ewbank v. Turner, 184 N. 6, 80; In Re Stone, 176 N. C., 
350. | | 
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(394) — 
; W. D. SUMMERS y. ELIZA MOORE et At. 


Resulting Ti Parl Evidence—Fraudulent Conveyance. 


1. Where, upon a purchase of property, the conveyance of the legal title is 
taken in the name of one person, while the consideration is given or paid 
by another at the same time or previously and as part of the same trans- 
action, the parties being strangers to each other, the presumption, in the 
absence of rebutting circumstances, is that he who supplies the money 
intends the purchase for his own benefit, and not for another, and that the 
conveyance in the name of the other is a matter of convenience and 
arrangement for collateral purposes, and a resulting trust immediately 
arises from the transaction, and the person named in the conveyance will 
be a trustee for the party from whom the consideration proceeds. 


2. In such case the burden is upon him who claims the resulting trust, and as 

the law gives a peculiar force and solemnity to deeds, it will not allow 

_them to be overthrown by mere words, but only by facts strong, ea and 
unequivocal. 

3. Parol evidence is admissible to rebut a resulting trust, but the burden is 

upon the nominal purchaser, who must establish by sufficient testimony 
that it was intended that he should take a beneficial interest. 

4, Although one who supplies the purchase-money and procures the’ convey- 
ance to be made to another, for the purpose of hindering, delaying, or 
defrauding his creditors, cannot claim a resulting trust in a court of 
equity, which will not interfere between wrong-doers; yet where, subse- 
quent to the transaction, the beneficial owner, under a mistaken idea that 
he was insolvent, instructed the nominal purchaser of the property to 
postpone the execution of a deed, which the latter was about to make, 
reconveying the land, such fact cannot have the effect of depriving the 
beneficial owner of his right to recover the property, his intention to 
defraud his supposed creditors not being accompanied by any act which 
changed his relation to the property. 

5. Where land has been substituted for a part of that affected by a resulting 
trust, the owner may follow it and have it declared subject to the trust. 


Action, brought by the plaintiff to have the defendants declared trus- 

tees, for the benefit of plaintiff, of a tract of land in McDowell 

(395) County, N. C., known as the Duncan lands, brought to the Su- 

perior Court of McDowell County and removed for trial to 

Rutherford County, and tried at Spring Term, 1893, of RUTHERFORD, 
before Armfield, J., and a jury. 

The plaintiff alleges that the lands in controversy were sold by a 
special proceeding on the part of the heirs of J. H. Duncan, deceased, 
and were purchased at a sale under judgment rendered in said proceed- 
ing, through George J. Moore, defendants’ ancestor, and nephew of the 
plaintiff, with moneys furnished by the plaintiff; and that the deed to 
said land was made by the commissioner at said sale to said George J. 
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Moore on 20 May, 1885, and that subsequent to said date to wit, 6 April, 
1886, the said George J. Moore purchased the dower interest of the 
widow of the late James H. Duncan in the aforesaid tract of land with 
moneys furnished by the plaintiff W. D. Summers, and as his agent, and 
took title to the same in his own name. 

The defendants, in their answer, denied that George J. Moore, their 
ancestor, bought said land as trustee for plaintiff and with plaintiff’s 
money, and allege that if plaintiff paid for said land, he procured the 

deeds to be made to said George J. Moore to cheat and oes his 
( Summers’s) creditors. 

On the trial plaintiff introduced J. B. Burgin, who testified that he 
surveyed the Duncan land for G. J. Moore, who requested him to make 
a survey of the outside boundaries, as he (Moore) might make a deed 
to plaintiff Summers, to whom the land belonged and who had furnished 
the money to pay for it. There being some difficulty in locating a part 
of the land, the survey was postponed until Summers, the plaintiff, 
could be present, and as the land belonged to Summers, Moore said he © 
wanted him to see it surveyed. Witness said the purpose of the survey 
was to enable Moore to make a deed to Summers, who, as Moore de- 
clared, had furnished the money to purchase all the lands. 

The plaintiff next introduced the deposition of A. W. Jameson, 

who testified as follows: “At the request of plaintiff, witness (396) 
prepared a deed from George J. Moore and wife to the plaintiff, 
W. D. Summers, for the lands in controversy; don’t remember the con- 
sideration mentioned in the deed, nor the date, though it was five or six 
years ago. The same conveyed an estate in fee simple. Moore and wife 
were not present. The deed was given by witness to Summers; witness 
does not know what became of deed. Mr. Summers was solvent at the 
time said deed was written by me, and he had the reputation of being a 
man of means.’ 

Austin Conley testified: “Moore bid off the Duncan land and asked 
me to go his security for $350; I objected, and he said that I need not 
be afraid, as he was just acting as agent for Summers in this matter, and 
that the money would be forthcoming. I signed the note, and when it 
was due Summers sent him the money and he paid the note off. After 
this, and before he (Moore) moved to the Duncan place, I went to see 
Moore to get a place for a church on the Duncan land. Moore said he 
could not deed the land; that the right was in Summers. We asked him 
to write to Summers; he wrote, and in a few days we got an answer to 
make us a deed for a church site, and he made us the deed, but it was 
not probated till after Moore’s death; it was found in his possession.” 

George Barnes testified for defendants: “T had a talk with Summers 
on the river opposite the Duncan property; and as we walked along 
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Summers said if he was George Moore he would fix some way to cross 
the river for the convenience of foot persons going to mill. Moore died 
in May, 1888. I saw Moore and the plaintiff together between the 1st of 
February and the last of April, and they were engaged in running over 
their books in a little store they had together and which was run in the 
name of Moore & Summers till Summers went home, and after that it 
| was in the name of George J. Moore. Moore told me after Sum- 
(397) mers left there that he was holding the Duncan place under a 
title in his own name. I think I know Summers’s handwriting ; 
the letters shown me are in Summers’s handwriting.” 
The defendants introduced W. D. Summers, the plaintiff, as a wit- 
ness, who testified that the letters shown him were in his handwriting. 
George Barnes recalled: “Moore told me that the plaintiff furnished 
the first stock of goods. Moore owned no land before he got the Burgin 
land; he had some personal property; he said the plaintiff was a good 
friend and had helped him. My mother is a creditor of Moore. I run 


- a grog-shop and have been indicted.” 


The defendants next introduced a letter from the plaintiff to George 
J. Moore, as follows: oo | | 
“SraTesvite, N. C., 28 January, 1886. 


“Gorge: Yours to hand. I want you to have the deed that I made 
to you for the Burgin land registered, for I am going to see trouble by 
being security for C. L. Summers. I am afraid that it will take every- 
thing I have in this county to pay my own debts and the three thousand 
($3,000) dollars of security money. The mill tract or Duncan tract I 
want you to keep the deed in your own name so that it can’t be reached 
for any of my debts or security debts. The blank which I gave you to 
sign, don’t sign it, but let the deed stay in your own name. I am see- 
‘ing a heap of trouble. I will have to raise 300 dollars this week some 
way or other, but I don’t know how. Write soon. 

“Your Unele, W. D. S. 


“P. S.—I wish you would take my name off the flour sacks and brand 
everything 1 in your own name. Also let everything go in your own name 
in the store. | 

“Your Uncle, B.” 


The defendants introduced in evidence a deed from Austin 

(398) Conley to George J. Moore and wife, Eliza Moore, dated 3 March, 

1888, which was admitted to cover a part of: the lands sought to 

be aneorered: in this action and embraced in the judgment. Also a deed 

to Moore from Duncan for the dower, dated 6 April, 1886. Also a deed 

from Greenlee, commissioner for the Duncan land, to Moore, dated 20 
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May, 1885. Eliza Moore, wife of said George J. Moore, died after her 
said husband. | 

Plaintiff in reply introduced W. A. Culbertson, who testified: “I live 
in McDowell County; I worked for Moore at the mill on the Duncan 
place; he was then living on the Burgin place; I repaired the mill, and 
he paid me and asked me for a receipt, and I gave it to him; he said he 
wanted this receipt for Uncle Billy (the plaintiff) to show what he 
~ (Moore) did with the money; he said the property belonged to Unele 
Billy and he (plaintiff) does the paying, ‘and when you work for me 
you must let me know eight or ten days before you want your money, 
for I have to send to Uncle Billy for the money’; he said that Uncle 
Billy had furnished the money to buy the property; I worked for him 
on the Burgin place on the pump line; I did some repairs on the sawmill; 
Moore said he was going to move across to the Duncan place; I asked 
him why; he said, ‘The property is Uncle Billy’s, and what he says I 
_ will do; he wants me to move over and take care of the property.’ I 
heard Moore say about the church lot, that he could not make a deed 
till he sent to Uncle Billy, for the property was his; Mr. Little asked 
him to write to Summers about it.” 

Cross-examined: “I worked on the mill in the spring and fall of 1886, 
and on the Moore (deed); I saw that Summers’s name was off the flour 
sacks at Moore’s death; think Moore moved to the Duncan place in 
August, 1886 or 1887; Moore went into business with Dysart not long 
before he died.” 

Mr. Murphy testified: “Moore told me that Uncle Billy wanted 
to get me to build a house on the Burgin place, and asked me to (399) 
go home with him and see Summers; I went, and made a bargain 
with Summers, and built a house on the Burgin land; Summers paid 
for it; Moore told me that Summers paid for the land; after this, in 
April, 1887, Moore told me Uncle Billy wanted me to do some more 
work for him; I sent the price of it by Moore, and in a few days Sum- 
mers said go on and do the work; I did it on the Duncan property, and 
Summers paid for it through Moore; Moore’s wife wanted a nursery and 

a stairway in the Duncan house, and Moore said he would not have it 
ne until Uncle Billy: came, for the property belonged to Uncle Billy, 
and he had no right to make a bargain about it; when Summers came 
he agreed to the work and paid me for 1t; “Sammers said to Moore if I 
needed anything out of the store to let me eee it; Moore said the goods 
_ were his and Uncle Billy’s.” 3 
- W.D. Summers testified in his own behalf: “I wrote the letter of 28 
January, 1888, just after I had learned of an appeal bond in the case 
of C. L. Summers v. Watts and others; that plaintiff was under the im- 
pression that he had signed a supersedeas bond on a $6,000 judgment, 

293 


IN THE SUPREME COURT — [118 


SUMMERS v, MOORE. 


which turned out afterwards he had never signed, and that he was only 
liable for a $25 appeal bond, instead of the supersedeas bond, as he had 
supposed, and that he deemed himself insolvent by reason of the sup- 
posed lability, and that plaintiff wrote the letter introduced in evidence 
while under such mistaken impression. When the land deed was made 
to Moore I had money on hand and was in debt but little and had prop- 
erty to pay all my debts; the money was paid for the Duncan lands about 
the middle of April, 1885; the judgment of Reynolds was my own debt; 
I have secured the Reynolds judgment by a mortgage on the Duncan 
property; I have paid and secured all of my individual debts, except 
some security debts; I could pay all my debts today, outside of 
(400) the Duncan property, with property I own in Morganton, security 
| debts and all; all the debts where I was security for C. L. Sum- 
mers are paid; I thought I was insolvent in 1888, when I wrote the 
letter; I was not insolvent in 1886.” | 

His Honor submitted to the Jury two issues, as follows: 

“1, Did George J. Moore, deceased, as agent of the plaintiff, and with 
the plaintiff’s money or means purchase the lands described in the com- 
_plaint as the Duncan place?” 

The jury answered “Yes.” 

“2, Did the plaintiff, at the time the deed for the lands was made to 
Moore, or at the time he assented thereto, give said assent for the pur- 
pose of hindering, delaying or defrauding his creditors?” 

Jury answered “No.” 

The defendants tendered and asked to have submitted to the j jury the . 
following issue: 

“3. Did the plaintiff procure the wad George J. Moore to destroy the 
deed which said Moore had signed, or procure the said Moore not to 
execute a deed conveying the lands to plaintiff to hinder, delay or de- 
fraud the creditors of plaintiff?” 

His Honor refused to submit this issue to the jury, and the sorengants 
excepted. 

The defendants’ counsel asked his Honor to charge the jury: 

de EE George J. Moore caused to be prepared a deed to the plaintiff 
- for the land in controversy, and that deed was destroyed by direction of 
the plaintiff, for the purpose of defrauding the creditors of plaintiff, the 
plaintiff cannot recover, for he who asks equitable relief must come into 
court with clean hands.” | 

His Honor declined the instructions as asked, and defendant excepted. 

The defendants asked the court to charge the jury if the title 

(401) to the lands in controversy was made to George J. Moore with 

the knowledge, consent or approval of plaintiff, he would not be 

trustee for plaintiff, even though plaintiff paid for the land, for in that 
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case it would be a gift, unless it was agreed at that time that George J. 
Moore should be trustee, and there was no fraud. ! 

This instruction was declined as asked for, and defendants excepted. 

His Honor then-charged the jury as follows upon the points excepted 
to: 

“That if the plaintiff, at the time the deed was made to George J. 
Moore for the land, or at the time the plaintiff assented thereto, gave 
such assent, or procured the deed to be so made, for the purpose a hin- 
dering, delaying or defrauding his (plaintiff’s) creditors, or any of them, 
plaintiff could not recover in this action; but if, after the making of 
said deed to Moore, plaintiff conceived the idea of allowing the deed to 
remain in Moore’s name, for the purpose of hindering, delaying or de- 
frauding his (plaintiff’s) creditors, this fact would only be evidence 
tending to throw light on what the plaintiff’s motives were at the time 
the deed was originally made to Moore, or the time the plaintiff assented 
to it.” 

To this part of the charge the defendants excepted. 

Defendants’ counsel orally asked his Honor to charge the jury that 
to entitle the plaintiff to recover, the evidence must have more than a 
mere preponderance; that it must be strong, clear and convincing, and 
that it must consist of facts and circumstances dehors the deed, and 1n- 
consistent with George J. Moore’s ownership of the land. 

His Honor gave these instructions as asked for, and told the jury that 
the law gave a peculiar force and solemnity to deeds and would not allow 
them to be overthrown by mere words, but only by facts, and that these 
facts must be strong, convincing and unequivocal; he told the jury that 
plaintiff contended he had shown that Moore obtained the money 
to pay for the land from plaintiff; that Moore had the land sur- (402) 
veyed for the purpose of making a deed for Summers; that he 
had the house repaired by plaintiff’s direction; that he moved on the 
land, saying that he was going to occupy it for plaintiff, ete. That if 
the jury found that the plaintiff had established these things by the 
evidence, they were facts and circumstances dehors the deed tending to 
show that Moore was not the owner of the land; and they were of a 
character to comply with the first part of the rule of law, and also with 
the second part; that is, that the evidence must be strong, clear and con- 
vincing; but he told the jury that they were the sole judges of what the 
witnesses had said, and of how much it weighed, and that the burden 
of proof was on the plaintiff. Defendants excepted. | 

His Honor read the whole of the testimony to the j jury, and commented 
upon it. | 

There was a verdict and nee for plaintiff, and defendants ap- 
pealed. 
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Defendants excepted to including the Austin Conley land in the judg- 
ment. 


P. J. Sinclair, Armfield & Turner for plaintiff. 
Justice & Justice for defendants. 


SHEPHERD, OC. J. It is a well-established principle that where, upon 
a purchase of property, the conveyance of the legal title is taken in the 
name of one person while the consideration is given or paid by another 
at the same time or previously, and as part of the same transaction, the 
parties being strangers to each other, a resulting trust immediately arises 
from the transaction, and the person named in the conveyance will be 
a trustee for the party from whom the consideration proceeds. 
“The rule has its foundation in the natural presumption, in 
(403) the absence of all rebutting circumstances, that he who supplies 
the purchase-money intends the purchase for his own benefit, and 
not for another, and that the conveyance in the name of another is 
a matter of convenience and arrangement between the parties for collat- 
eral purposes.” 1 Perry Trusts; 2 Story Eq. Jur., 1201; Bispham Eq. 
Juris., sec. 79; Lewin on Trusts, 143. The above quotation from Mr. 
Perry, which is fully sustained by the authorities we have cited, is suffi- 
cient to meet the proposition of the defendant, that if the plaintiff con- 
sented that the title-should be taken in the name of George J. Moore, | 
the transaction amounted to a gift, and there could be no resulting trust. 
An examination of the authorities will disclose that in many of the 
cases the title was intentionally taken in the name of the third person 
as a matter of “convenience and arrangement” of the parties, and it is 
manifest that the exception of the defendant in this respect cannot be 
sustained. 3 
Undoubtedly, parol evidence may be received to rebut a resulting trust, 
but the burden of proof is upon the nominal purchaser, and he must 
establish by sufficient testimony that it was intended that he should take 
a beneficial interest. 1 Perry Trusts, 140; 2 Sugden Vendors, p. 139. 
There is no evidence in this case of any such purpose, nor, indeed, is 
there any evidence from which we can clearly infer that the plaintiff 
knew or assented to the title being taken in the name of the said Moore. 
Neither is there any force in the exception addressed to the charge as to 
the intensity of proof. His Honor charged “that the burden of proof 
was on the plaintiff,” and that “the law gave a peculiar force and solem- 
nity to deeds, and would not allow them to be overthrown by mere words, 
but only by facts, and that these facts must be strong, convincing and 
unequivocal.” This, we think, was a substantial compliance with the 
rule laid down in Harding v. Long, 103 N. C., 1, and the cases there 
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cited. We are also of the opinion that the facts relied upon, 
dehors the deed, were sufficient to authorize the finding 1 in favor (404) 
of the resulting trust. 

The issue as to whether the title was taken in the name of Moore for © 
the purpose of hindering, delaying or defrauding the creditors of the 
plaintiff, was answered in the negative. Had it been answered in the 
affirmative, it is clear that the plaintiff would have no standing in a 
court of equity. Turner v. Elford, 58 N. C., 106. But it 1s insisted that 
this result must follow from the conduct of the plaintiff some two or 
three years after the creation of the trust. It seems that a deed from 
Moore to the plaintiff had been prepared, but not executed, and that the 
plaintiff, under the mistaken idea that he was lable as surety upon a 
supersedeas bond for $6,000, instead of an appeal bond for $25, wrote 
to the said Moore, for the purpose of avoiding the payment of the sup- 
posed liability, not to execute the said deed but to let the legal title 
continue in his name. His Honor held that this, in connection with 
other circumstances, might be considered by the jury in determining 
the issue above mentioned as to the intent with which the deed was 
originally made to Moore, but that, in the absence of any fraudulent 
intent existing at that time, this subsequent conduct of the plaintiff could 
not defeat his equitable rights in the said land. The principle invoked 
by the defendant is that, as between wrongdoers, the courts will not in- 
terfere, but will leave each in the position which his own acts have placed 
him. There must, of course, be some act by which his relation to his 
property is changed; otherwise there is nothing upon which the principle 
can operate. In the present case the plaintiff did nothing which in 
the least altered his relation to the land. The legal title had not been 
made to him, and by postponing the execution of the conveyance he 
parted with nothing. The mere intention to defraud, unaccompanied 
by some change or disposition of property, cannot have the effect of de- 
priving the owner of his interest therein. We have examined the au- 
thorities cited by defendants’ counsel, but they do not establish 
his contention. Very clearly the case of Wariick v. White, 86 N.C., (405) 
139, is not in point. In that case a deed had been made by the 
husband directly to the wife and, being lost, the court held that it would 
not be upheld in equity as against the heirs of the husband. There was 
no valuable consideration, and the Court refused her relief, because, 
while her husband was in the army, she had adulterous intercourse with 
a negro, the fruit of which was a mulatto child, born soon after the death 
of her husband. In our case the entire consideration proceeded from 
the plaintiff, and, whatever his intentions may have been, in view of his 
supposed insolvency, he has done nothing, as we have said, by which his 
equitable rights in the property were changed. 
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As to the property substituted for a part of that affected with the 
trust, it is settled that the plaintiff may follow it as he has done in this 
case. See authorities cited in Edwards v. Culberson, 111 N. C., 342. 

We have carefully examined the whole record, and are unable to dis- 
cover any ground which entitles the defendants to a new trial. It may 
not be improper to observe that the conclusion reached is in furtherance 
of justice, as the plaintiff, it seems, has actually charged this property 
with a mortgage to secure some of his creditors, while the defendants 
are relying upon a mere technicality to defeat the rights of those credi- 
tors, as well as the plaintiffs, and get the property without having paid 
~ for it. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: S. c. 115 N. C., 700; Gorrell v. Alspaugh, 120 N. C., 366; 
Harris v. Harris, 178 N. C., 11 


(406) 
S. LE. KIGER v. E. T. HARMON. 


Chaiel Mortgage—Payment by Installments—Foreclosure—Claim and 
Delw ery—J urisdiction—Practice. 


1. Where a note secured by chattel mortgage is payable by installments, and 
some, though not all, of the installments are due, an action for the pos- 
session of the property and for judgment on the installments due is not 
premature, since the mortgagee is entitled to have the possession of the 
property to be applied on the overdue installments. 

. When it is not alleged and shown that the value of the property sought to 
be recovered in an action of claim and delivery is worth ‘‘not more than 
$00” the Superior Court alone has jurisdiction, as it would have had it 
concurrently with a justice of the peace if of less value than $50. 

3. Where property, the subject of a chattel mortgage, has been replevied in 
claim and delivery proceedings, and has been wasted, its value, unless 
admitted to be equal to the amount due under the mortgage, is the subject 
of inquiry before the jury. 

4, A demand for judgment for the possession of mortgaged property is prop- 
erly joined with a demand for judgment for the debt secured thereby. 


Crarm anp Dexivery to recover certain personal property mortgaged 
to plaintiff by defendant, heard at May Term, 1893, of ForsyTu, before 
Boykin, J. | 

The plaintiff, in deference to the opinion of his Honor that the action 
was premature, submitted to a nonsuit and appealed. 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision of the Court 
are sufficiently adverted to in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 
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H. B. Jones for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. Though the note sued on purports to be due one day 
after date, the mortgage and contemporaneous agreement contains (407) 
a stipulation that it shall be paid in installments of ten dollars 
per month. Upon the trial the plaintiff was permitted, without objection, 
to amend so as to allege and prove*that the agreement was to pay ten 
dollars per week. The note and mortgage must be construed together 
and as making one contract. With the amendment allowed (if the jury 
should find there was such a mistake as to justify correcting the mort- 
gage) the weekly installments of ten dollars, beginning 1 July, 1892, 
when the first weekly installment was to have been paid, down to 7 
October, 1892, when this suit was instituted, would have amounted to 
$150. The third section of the complaint admits that $130 had been — 
paid within that time. ‘ According to the complaint there would have 
been, therefore, a balance due on the installments. of $20 when suit was 
brought. The court erred, therefore, in holding that the action was 
premature. The plaintiff had a right under the mortgage to claim pos- 
session of the property to be applied on the installments due. It not 
being alleged and shown that the property was worth “not more than 
$50,” the Superior Court alone had jurisdiction, as it would have had it 
concurrently with a justice of the peace if of less value than $50. No- 
ville v. Dew, 94 N. C., 48; The Code, sec. 887. 

It will be noted that there was no agreement here that upon failure 
to pay one installment all the installments should become due and pay- | 
able, as in Capehart v. Dettrick, 91 N. C., 344; Kitchin v. Grandy, 101 
N. G, 86; Whitehead v. Morrill, 108 N. G., 65. The verified complaint 
not having been answered, the plaintiff wae entitled to judgment for 
balance due on installments up to issuance of the writ, and for posses- 
sion of property that it might be sold (or so much as was necessary) to 
be applied on the judgment then obtained. Moore v. Woodward, 83 
N. C., 531. But as it was alleged that the property had been 
wasted since the bond in claim and delivery had been given, the (408) 
value of the same, unless admitted to be as much as $20, is the 
subject of inquiry before a jury. Rogers v. Moore, 86 N. C., 85. The 
demand for possession of property and for judgment for the debt secured 
thereon is properly joined. Clark’s Code, (2 Ed.), pages 210-214, and 
cases cited. Even if this had been a misjoinder, the objection was el 
if not taken by demurrer or answer. Finley v. Hayes, 81 N. C., a 
Burns v. Ashworth, 72 N. C., 496; McMillan v. Edwards, 75 N. ., 

Error. 


Cited: Hocutt v. R. R., 124 N. C., 216; Gore v. Diets ab., 235. 
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G. M. DONNELLY ‘anp Wire v. JOSEPH O. WILCOX. 
Judgment—E'stoppel—C ollateral A ttack—N onsuit—A mendment. 


1. The clerk of the Superior Court, having jurisdiction of proceedings against 
a guardian for a settlement, a judgment rendered therein is an estoppel 
to an action in the Superior Court*between the same parties and upon the 
Same question, and cannot be attacked collaterally, but can be impeached 
for fraud only by a direct proceeding for that purpose. 


2. Where in a suit by a ward against a guardian for an account and settle- 
ment it appeared that a judgment had been rendered in a proceeding 
before the clerk between the same parties and on the same question, and 
that defendant guardian had paid the amount adjudged to be due and 
obtained a receipt therefor, and plaintiff assailed the receipt as having 
been obtained by fraudulent representations as to the amount due the 
ward, but did not attack the judgment for fraud, or ask that it be set. 
aside: Held, that the plaintiff was properly nonsuited, though th® court . 
below might have granted, if it had been asked nor) an amendment assail- 
ing the judgment for fraud. 


Action, tried heron McIver, J., at Spring Term, 1893 of Asuz. 
His Honor being of the opinion that a judgment rendered by 
(409) the clerk of the Superior Court in a proceeding between the same 
parties for the same purpose (an account and settlement of de- 
fendant as guardian of feme plaintiff) was in force, and not having been 
impeached by the pleading, and could not be attacked collaterally, and 
was a bar to this action, the plaintiffs submitted to a nonsuit and ap- 
pealed. | 
The pertinent facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice 
Clark. | 


No counsel for plaintrffs. 
R. A. Doughton and EF. C. Smith contra. 


Crark, J. The clerk of the Superior Court had jurisdiction of the 
proceeding against the guardian for a settlement. The Code, sec. 1619; 
Rowland v. Thompson, 64 N. C., 714; Rowland v. Thompson, 65 N. C., 
110; Sudderth v. McCombs, 65 N, C., 186 (which also holds that the | 
Superior Court at term would not have original jurisdiction of such ac- 
tion); McNeill v. Hodges, 105 N. C., 52. The judgment rendered by the 
clerk in the former proceeding was ‘between the same parties and upon 
the same question now litigated, and is an estoppel to the present action 
(Williams v. Clouse, 91 N. C., 822; Collins v. Smith, 109 N. C., 468), 
unless impeached for fraud by a direct proceeding. It can ake no 
difference that the decree was rendered by consent. It seems to have 

300 | 


N. 0.] | SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893. 


Dixon v. STEWART. 


been regular and formal. That action was instituted to procure a settle- 
ment from defendant of the balance due by him as guardian, and the 
notice therein was issued at the instance of the plaintiff. The pleadings 
in this action do not impeach and attack said judgment as fraudulent, 
' but assail and impeach a receipt given by plaintiffs to defendant for the 
balance found by the decree to be due and directed to be paid. The 
amount admitted by.the complaint to have been paid was the exact 
amount of the judgment, and his Honor properly held that the 
judgment could not be attacked collaterally, and that it had not (410) 
been impeached by the pleadings. 

We are not advised why the plaintiffs did not thereupon ask an 
amendment, which lay in the discretion of the court (The Code, sec. 
273), so as to assail the judgment itself for fraud. The judgment of 
nonsuit must be | | 


Affirmed. | 
Cited: McLean v. Breece, ante, 393. 


J. W. DIXON et aL, v. E. J. STEWART Ef At, 


Action for Recovery of Land—Estoppel—Lease to One in Possession of 
Land—Practice. 


1. The doctrine of estoppel which prevents a tenant from denying his land- 
lord’s title to the leased premises applies not only to those cases where 
the landlord himself having possession, delivers up that possession to the 
tenant, but also to those where one, being already in possession of land, 
agrees to assume the relation of tenant towards another who asserts title 

_ thereto, provided such agreement is not induced by fraud or mistake. 

2. Inasmuch as the doctrine of estoppel, as applicable to tenant in possession, 
goes no further than to require the tenant to first surrender his possession 
before denying title of his landlord, it is recommended as important in 
cases where recovery of land is had under this doctrine that the record 

- should show the ground of the recovery, so that the judgment will not 
work another and more effective estoppel on the defendant. ° 


Aorton for the recovery of land, tried at sd Term, 1892, of 
Moores, before Winston, J. 

There was evidence that fended to show that in 1873 the defendant 
Stewart had leased the land in controversy from one Lane, under whom 
the plaintiff claimed, and whose deed to plaintiff for the premises was in 
evidence without objection thereto. The evidence also tended to show 
that Stewart was in possession long prior to the year 1873. He testified 
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that he had never leased the land:from Lane or the plaintiff, nor 
(411) had he agreed to become their tenant, or hold for them; that. he 

was put in possession by one Moody forty or fifty years before 
the trial. No deed was shown either to Moody or from Moody to the 
plaintiffs, or either of them. The defendants introduced a deed made to ° 
them by the sheriff of Moore County, dated 28 February, 1873, and 
covering the land in controversy. | 

The following is the report of his Honor’ 8 charge, and the exceptions 
thereto: 

“The court, among other things, charged the jury that the counsel 
on both sides have solemnly and very properly admitted that the title 
is out of the State. You will hence not consider that branch of 
the case. The plaintiff must recover on the strength of his own title.” 
The judge here read the special requests to the Jury, and charged them 
plainly that the question of color of title, under a paper title, did not 
arise in the case, and that in no aspect of the case could the plaintiff 
recover, unless the jury shall find from the evidence that the defendants © 
are in possession of the land as tenants of the plaintiff. Thatif the de- 
fendants entered into possession of the land as tenants of the plaintiff 
or of Lane, then the plaintiff is entitled to the possession of the land, 
unless the defendants have made it appear that they have had the land 
twenty years after that relation ended or after the last payment of rent. — 

“The court here fully arrayed the testimony on both these heads, and 

again, after reading the special requests, added and charged that the 
plaintiff’s case rested solely on the question of tenancy, and unless such 
relation was shown by the plaintiff to exist between him or them under 
whom he claimed and the defendants, he could not recover.’ 

The defendants requested his Honor to charge the jury as follows: 

“1, That if the defendant, E. I. Stewart, went into possession of the 

land under a parol eift from A. S. Moody, and remained in ex- 
(412) clusive possession for forty years, this gives him a good title 

against the world.” His Honor refused to charge the jury as re- 
quested, and the defendants excepted. | 

“9. That if the defendant, E. I. Stewart, went into possession of said 
land under a parol gift fren A. S. Moody, and remained in the exclusive 
possession for forty years, this gives him a good title against any one 
except A. S. Moody.” His Honor refused the instruction, and the de- 
fendants excepted. 

His Honor charged the j jur y that “if the plaintiff, or those under whom 
he claims, have been in the open, notorious, continuous and adverse 
possession for seven years, under color of title, before this action was 
brought, and if the defendants were the tenants of the plaintiff, his title 
is perfect, and the plaintiff has shown no possession for seven years un- 
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der color of title, and cannot recover unless the defendants were the © 
tenants of Lane.” gos 

The defendants excepted to this part of the charge, upon the and 
that there was no evidence to sustain it, and for the further reason that 
there was no evidence that either McNeill or Stewart was a tenant of 
J. I. Lane. 

His Honor further charged the j jury that if the defendants, or those 
under whom they claim, have at any time acquired the title to the lands 
in dispute by color of title or by adverse holding of the same for twenty- 
one years adversely, then the plaintiff cannot recover unless he shall 
establish in himself a complete title, acquifed after the acquirement of 
such title, by showing that the defendants thereafter became the tenants 
of the plaintiff, or those under whom he claimed. 

The defendants excepted to this part of the charge, upon the same 
grounds assigned to first part of charge, viz., that there was no evidence 
to support it. 

His Honor further charged the jury that “if the defendants were-the 
tenants of Lane, then the possession of the defendants is Lane’s posses- 
sion until twenty years after that relation ended and after the 
last payment of rent,” reading from The Code and explaining (413) 
the same. | 

The defendants excepted to this part of the charge, for the reason that 
there was no evidence to support it, and no evidence of any. payment of 
rent. 

His Honor further charged the jury that the plaintiff has shown no 
possession for seven years under color of title, as requested by defend- 
ants, adding “unless the jury shall find that the defendants were the 
tenants of Lane.” . 

The defendants excepted to the latter part of this charge, upon the 
ground that there was no evidence of the tenancy of the defendants. 

His Honor further charged the jury “that the purchaser of Tyson’s 
title at sheriff’s sale, and the holding under the sheriff’s deed, if ex- 
clusive, and seven years possession under said deed, gives the defend- 
ants a good title,” as requested by defendants, adding “unless the pur- 
chasers at the sheriff’s sale were the tenants of Lane, as explained in 
the-charge.” | 

The defendants excepted to the latter clause of said charge, upon the 
ground that there was no evidence that the said purchasers were the 
tenants of Lane. | | 

There was judgment for the plaintiffs, and the defendants appealed. 


J.C. Black and W. E. Murchison for plaintiffs. 
J. W. Hinsdale, Strong & Strong and W. J. Adams for defendants. 
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BurweE tt, J. On the trial some exceptions were taken, as appears 
from the record, to the introduction of certain deeds by means of which 
the plaintiffs sought to show that the title to the land in controversy, 
- which was conceded to be out of the State, had become vested in him. 
His Honor admitted these deeds in evidence over the objection of the 
defendants, but, upon consideration of them and of the plaintiffs’ evi- 

dence as to possession under them, he decided that the plaintiff 
(414) had failed to show by a complete chain of title, or by possession 

under the deeds introduced, a title in himself to the land “good 
against the world,” and he so charged the jury, and told them, in effect, 
that plaintiff, having failed to establish a title in that way, could not 
recover unless he had established facts which constituted an estoppel 
on the defendants and prevented them from disputing his title, and had 
thus proved in himself a title good enough for his purposes in this ac- 
tion. This ruling renders it unnecessary to consider the exceptions men- 
tioned above, for the evidence, though admitted, was afterwards declared 
to be of no effect. 

The jury found that the plaintifis did have a title good against the 
defendants by estoppel, and there being no exception to the admission 
of any of the testimony bearing upon this branch of the case, we have 
only to ascertain if the charge to the Jury upon this subject was correct. 
- Tt is familiar learning that a tenant will not be allowed to deny that 
his landlord has title to the leased premises in an action by the latter 

against the former for possession or for rents, and this general rule has 
application, we think, both to those instances where the landlord himself 
having possession, delivered up that possession to the tenant, and also 
to those instances where one who is himself in the actual possession of 


land agrees to,assume the relation of a tenant as to the land towards 


another who asserts some title to it, there being no proof that this agree- 
ment was induced by fraud or mistake. 

Bigelow Estoppel, 527, says: “There has been some conflict upon the 
question whether the bare taking a lease of land of which the tenant 
was already in possession may estop him to deny his lessor’s title. It 
is agreed in all-the cases, as we have seen, that if the tenant was induced 
to take the lease by mistake, fraud or misrepresentation on the part of 

the lessor, he may dispute his title. . . . The conflict arises 
(415) in cases in which there is a simple question growing solely out of 
prior possession and later acceptance of a lease by the same per- 

son. In New York and Kentucky it is held that the estoppel prevails, 
while in California the contrary doctrine has been held in two recent 
eases upon great consideration. But even in that State it 1s held that 
the estoppel arises if the tenant does not prove a paramount title either » 
in himself or in some one under whom he claims.” And on page 534 
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the author continues: “The only room for the question raised in Cali- 
fornia 1s either in the case of an original lease, or when the attornment 
is made to a stranger to the title of the lessor. In such a case, is bare 
possession in the tenant, without mistake, fraud or the like in the leasing 
or attornment, sufficient to remove the estoppel? The landlord may still 
have changed his position, reasonably induced by the lessor’s acceptance 
of a tenancy. There would then be the elements of an estoppel in pass; 
and without stopping longer than to refer to the fact that the doctrine 
that the act of the party against whom the estoppel is claimed must have 
been wilful in a literal sense, if it ever prevailed, has been overruled, 
it is enough to say that the case might present features quite as con- 
clusive as those in the case of an estoppel of a tenant who has received 
possession from his landlord; for taking possession from a landlord is 
only one way in which a change of position may take place. It is im- 
material what may be the nature or extent of the change, provided 
there has been a substantial change in fact, so that the landlord would 
be placed in a less advantageous position by allowing the denial of his. 
title than he would have occupied had not the tenancy been created.” 

If we were to adopt thé rule laid down in the case cited by defendants’ 
counsel (Franklin v. Merida, 35 Cal., 558), which is set out in the fore- 
going quotation from Mr. Bigelow, as modified by the latter case re- 
ferred to by him (Holloway v. Galliac, 47 Cal., 474), which rule is thus 
stated in the latter case: “A tenant is estopped by a lease which 
he takes when in possession, unless he proves paramount title in (416) 
himself or another under whom he claims”—the plaintiffs would 
not be helped, for they base their claim of title solely upon “adverse 
possession for forty-three years of the land in controversy,” and also on 
“an adverse possession under color of title from 20 February, 1873, to 
the commencement of this action.” Under the charge of his Honor the 
verdict of the jury has a double effect. It establishes the fact that 
defendants held the land from 1873, the date of the alleged lease, as 
tenants of plaintiffs’ vendor, and thus destroys defendants’ claim of title 
by possession by establishing the fact that from 1873 the possession was 
not adverse. Hence, they proved no paramount title, and the estoppel 
would be left to work its effect. 

_ But we think reason and the authorities sustain the rule which is ap- 
proved by the eminent author quoted heretofore, and that the defendants 
were estopped in this action to deny the plaintiffs’ title, if in 1873 the 
defendant Stewart was in the actual possession of the land, and agreed 
to become the tenant of plaintiffs’ vendor. The defendant, McNeill, testi- 
fied that he “never had any possession, except through Stewart.” The 
jury find that Stewart was holding as tenant of plaintiffs’ vendor. The 
salutary doctrine of estoppel requires that possession shall be surren- 
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dered to the landlord before the tenant can set up a title adverse to him. 
The rule goes no further. After the tenant has surrendered possession 
he may turn upon his former landlord and assert a better title than his 
if he has one. Hence, it may be important in cases where the recovery 
is had under this rule of practice, that the record should show the 
ground of the recovery, so that the judgment will not work another and 
more effective estoppel on the defendant. 
We have not deemed it necessary to advert to the fact that his Honor, 
? in one part of his charge, said that the defendants would be 
(417) estopped if they entered into the possession of the land as ten- 
ants of the plaintiffs’ vendor. The defendants contend that there 
is no evidence of such entry into possession, but that all the testimony 
shows that if the alleged lease was made and accepted by the defendant, 
Stewart, it was made and accepted while he was in possession. We 
need not give this matter consideration, because we have decided that the 
estoppel works, even though the lessee was in possession at the time the 
lease was made and accepted. 
We find no error, and the judgment is 
Affirmed. | 


Note——BurweEtu, J. The case’on appeal states the date of the deed 
from J. J. Lane to plaintiff, under which he claims the land in contro- 
versy, as 24 February, 1891, which is later than the date of the sum- 
mons. No objection to this deed was taken on the trial on this account. 
We have caused a copy of this exhibit to be added to the record, and 
from it we learn that the date of the said deed is 24 February, 1890, 
and thus it appears that, by a clerical error, 1891 was put for 1890. 


A. T. CURTIS v. PIEDMONT LUMBER, RANCH, AND MINING COMPANY. 
Practice—Instructions to Jury. 


Where in the trial of an action the testimony of the plaintiff, who was the 
only witness as to the material issue, is of doubtful import and susceptible 
of two constructions, it is error to instruct the jury that if they believe 
the witness he is entitled to recover. 


AVERY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 


Acrion, tried at Fall Term, 1898, of McDowenx, before Boykin, J., 


and a jury. 
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A. T. Curtis was introduced as a witness in his own behalt, 
aud testified as follows: “Had contract with John L. Martin, (418) 
treasurer of defendant, and resident manager of the company. 
He had the general management of the defendant’s business in this State. 
He told me he was manager; Mr. Claywell so told me. He gave me the 
checks of the company on New York bank, and they were paid. In 
June, 1888, I delivered 24,000 feet of logs there. These logs were paid 
for. J delivered 90,000 feet of large logs at $12 per thousand, 40,000 
feet of small logs at $10 per thousand, at Old Fort, N. C., according to 
contract with Martin. I complied with all instructions given me by 
Martin. These were reasonable prices for the logs. He was paying 
more than this for other logs of the same kind farther up the road, 
He ordered me to brand all logs with his brand, “P.” I did so. They 
paid me $150 and $125 on these logs. Claywell said they were the 
finest logs he ever saw, and that the company would pay me soon. The 
large logs were hewn on two sides. They stayed on yard there from 
June till September. They were damaged very much. There were 
great cracks in the logs. They were soft yellow logs, liable to injury 
by exposure. Claywell said they would be shipped at once. This was 
in October. He did not ship the logs at once. Claywell was an agent 
of the defendant. I sawed the logs into lumber and sold it. I got 
$1,200 for the lumber. Had to move logs about a fourth of a mile. 
It cost $400 to saw and haul logs. The amount now due is $455. The 
market price for sawing is $3 per thousand. The hauling was done as 
cheaply as possible, so was the sawing. I handled lumber carefully, 
and sold it for a good price. I made all I could out of it. The first 
suit was brought 27 July, 1890. The plaintiff took nonsuit, and brought 
this action 10 August, 1892. The company never refused to receive the 
logs. I delivered them as directed, and branded them as directed. 
It was under this same contract I sold four car-loads to company (419) 
and that the company shipped them. I was paid $275 on the 
logs not shipped. Martin was there and saw logs a number of times. 
The logs were to be paid for at a certain price per thousand feet. Martin 
never measured logs, nor did Claywell. J measured the logs as I bought 
them from different parties. Neither Martin nor Claywell were present. 
I was paid for all the logs I shipped. All these logs were for shipment. 
Tt was arranged between Martin and me that I should measure. I sawed 
the logs into lumber in order to get my money out of them. I swore 
in the complaint in the first action that the company refusetl to receive 
the logs. They have never received them. I tried to get the company 
to take the logs. I notified the company if they did not take the logs 
in thirty days I’d take them. They did not do it, and I sawed the logs 
into lumber. They paid me the $275 on general account. The company 
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did not receive the logs. They did receive them by instructing me to 
brand the logs as I delivered them, which I did... I sawed up the logs be- 
cause the company would not pay me for them. If they had accepted 
the logs I could not have had them sawed. They accepted the logs by 
not paying for them. The company did not take the logs. Martin. 
said he would pay for the logs when he sold them. When I say the 
company did not receive or accept ae logs I mean that they did not 
ship them.” 

Curtis recalled: “I measured the jaz that were shipped.” 

A letter from John L. Martin to the plaintiff was introduced in evi- 
dence by the plaintiff, showing the payment of $100 on account of the 
logs delivered on the yard. 

Here the plaintiff rested. 

The defendant introduced no evidence. 

It was admitted that the contract sued on was not in writing, and the 

defendant, at the time of the introduction of evidence in regard 
(420) thereto, objected to the same on ground that the same was not 
in writing, and was void under section 683 of The Code. 

His Honor stated that he would charge the jury that, if they believed 
the evidence, the plaintiff was entitled to recover. 

The defendant’s counsel stated that, under this intimation, they did 
not desire to argue the case to the jury, and that they conceded that if 
the plaintiff was entitled to recover anything he was entitled to recover 
$455, with interest, but that, in their opinion, plaintiff was not entitled 
to recover any amount, and they asked his Honor to so charge. 

The court charged the jury that, if they believed the evidence, the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover, and the defendant excepted to this 
charge. 

Verdict and jndgment for plaintiff, and appeal by defendant. 


Locke Cratg for plaintiff. 
Isaac Avery and S. J. Ervin an defendant. 


MacRag, J. This is substantially the same action as that which was 
heard in this Court at September Term, 1891, Curtis v. Piedmont Co., 
109 N. C., 401. It was then held that there was no evidence to go to 
the jury to prove a contract in writing, signed by defendant’s officer, 
and hence the plea of the statute (section 683, requiring certain contracts 
of corporations to be in-writing) should have been sustained. After the 
above decision the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit in the Superior Court 
and brought the present action. The cause of action set out in this com- 
plaint is nearly identical with that in the former action. 

The only question open, and which has not already been adjudicated, 
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is whether the contract declared upon is such a one as should 
have been in writing, under section 683 of The Code. (421) 

When it was here before, the late Chief Justice Merrimon 
pointed out that the statute in question apples to executory contracts, 
and not to those in which defendants have availed themselves of prop- 
erty actually sold and delivered to them. 

In the present action his Honor instructed the jury that if they be- 
lieved the evidence, the plaintiff was entitled to recover. To this charge 
there was an exception, and we think there was error. 

The testimony relied upon to prove that there was an executed con- 
tract, a sale and delivery, was that of the plaintiff himself, and was not 
clear upon this point. 

If the plaintiff had testified to the sale and delivery of the logs, there 
being no testimony to the contrary, the instruction given by his Honor 
would have been undoubtedly correct. But, without meaning at all to — 
refiect upon the plaintiff, his testimony still leaves it unsettled whether 
the contract was an executed one or not, and is not so direct as to war- 
rant the instruction given. 

New trial. 


Cited: 8. c., 114 N. C., 530. 


(422) 
WINSTON FULTON v. RUFUS ROBERTS et AL. | 


Execution Sale—Homestead—Resident—Domicile—Burden of Proof. 


1. A sale of land under execution on a judgment recovered on a debt con- 
tracted since 1868 against a resident of this State entitled to a homestead 
is void unless a homestead has been allotted, notwithstanding the fact 
that the tract of land so sold is other than that upon which the judgment 
debtor resides and not contiguous thereto. 

2, Although an instruction to the jury, in the trial of an issue relating to the 
right of a party to homestead, confounds the definitions of “residence” 
and “domicile,” yet it is a harmless error and not subject to exception 
when an accompanying and more specific instruction as to the restricted 
‘meaning of the words “a resident,” as used in Art. X, sec. 2 of the Con- 
stitution, must have led the jury to understand that one who actually 
removed from the State for a limited period, even animo revertendi, would 
forfeit his right to a homestead by failure to occupy the place protected 
by the Constitution. 

3. The right to homestead exemption in this State ceases only when, by reason 
of a change of residence, it begins in another State, or when a similar 
occupancy of a place of’ residence here by one coming from another 
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State Soould entitle him to the benefit of sec. 2, Art. X, of the Con- 
stitution. 

4, The burden is upon. one claiming an sea seibn in inads sold under execu- 
tion against him, to show that no homestead had been allotted to him. 
When this is done, the presumption of the regularity of the judicial pro- 
ceedings and sale is rebutted. 


5. When it is admitted or proven that a judgment debtor has been a resident 
of this State, the legal presumption is that the status continues, and the 
burden of showing a change of domicile, when it becomes material to do 
so, rests upon him who asserts the change. . 


Action to recover possession of land, tried upon a single issue, before 
McCorkle, J., and a jury, at the August Term, 1890 of Surry. 

The plaintiff claimed under a sheriff’s deed, made in pursuance of a 
sale of the lecus in quo, made by S. H. Taylor, sheriff of Surry County, 
to satisfy an execution in his hands against the property of defendant 
Rufus Roberts. 

_ The defendants resisted plaintiffi’s recovery, and claimed that the 
sheriff sold the property without first having allotted homestead to the 
defendant, Rufus Roberts, and that the title was therefore void. 

The plaintiff contended : 

“1. That under the admissions filed of record there was no necessity 
for laying off homestead before the sale. | 

“2. That defendant, Rufus Roberts, was not entitled to have homestead 
allotted him, because at the time of said sale by the sheriff he was not a 
resident of this State.” | 

| The admitted facts filed of record are as follows: 

(423) “It is admitted that at the time of sale by sheriff of the lot in 

controversy, that the lot was a lot on which there was a cabinet 
shop, one hundred feet by two hundred feet, in Mount Airy, and un- 
occupied, and that the defendant owned and occupied as a residence, if 
not a resident of Georgia, the Sulphur Springs Tract, of seventy-five 
acres of land, four miles from Mount Airy, and that this tract was 
worth $5,000 or more.” 

The following issue was submitted: 

“At the tume of the sale of the locus in quo,” on 27 April, 1881, “was 
the defendant Roberts a.residént of North Carolina ?” 

Upon this issue alone there was a large amount of testimony offered 
by the plaintiff, tending to show that prior to said sale, the defendant, 
Rufus Roberts, had sold off at auction and privately all of his real estate, 
consisting of plantations and town lots in Mount Airy, except the lot in 
controversy and two or three other lots sold on same day by the sheriff, 
and except the Sulphur Springs tract, which tract he was offering for 
sale; also tending to show that he had bought real estate in Milledge- 
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ville, Georgia, and erected buildings thereon and farm near by; also 
evidence of declarations made by Roberts to various persons, both before 
and after the sale, claiming Georgia as his home, and disclaiming North 
Carolina, declaring he could not be induced to live here again. 

The defendant testified in his own behalf that, while he went into the 
mereantile and farming business in Georgia, he had never abandoned 
North Carolina as his home, and offered much evidence to corroborate 
him and to sustain the affirmative of the issue. 

There being no exception taken by plaintiff to evidence, it is deemed 
unnecessary to set it out in full. 

After the close of the evidence and the argument of counsel, the judge 
charged the jury, in writing, as follows: 

[“The burden of satisfying you by a preponderance of testi- 
mony that the defendant Roberts was a nonresident at the time (424) 
of the sale is thrown upon the plaintiff.| The only issue you 
have to try 1s whether, at the time of the sale of the locus im quo, the 
defendant Roberts was a resident of the State of North Carolina. 

[“A resident denotes one who has a permanent dwelling to which the 
party, when absent, intends to return. The residence of a person con- 
tinues until he aequires another by actually removing to another country 
with the intention of remaining in the latter altogether for an indefinite 
period or a definite period. Two things must concur to constitute resi- 
dence: first, occupancy; secondly, the intention to make it a home. If 
these two concur, it makes no difference how short his residence may be 
in the new eoedenee ] 

“The words ‘a resident of this State,’ employed in the Constitution, 
Art. X, sec. 2, in respect to homestead, have a more restricted meaning 
than that usually given to domicile; to entitle a person to the constitu- 
tional exemption he must be an actual and not a constructive resident. 
Where the facts show an actual removal from the State, even for a 
definite period, the person so removing ceases, so long as he remains 
absent, to be a resident of the State in respect to his right to a home- 
stead, although he may have the intent to return and resume his resi- 
dence, 

l“So, if you find that. defendant Roberts actually serene. to the 
State of Georgia for a definite period or an indefinite period, and had 
his home there, then that would be his residence, and he would not be 
entitled to the homestead in this State, and you will answer No.| 

(“But if he only went to Georgia for the purpose of trading in the 
winter and returning in the spring to his home in North Carolina, and 
did not actually move to Georgia and settle there as his home, then he 
would be entitled to a homestead 1 in this State, and you will answer the 
issue Yes.” | 
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The jury found the issue “Yes,” and the plaintifi’s counsel 
(425) moved the court for a judgment for the possession of the land 
| upon his sheriff’s title and the admissions filed of record insisting 
that there was no necessity, under the law, for the allotment of a home-. 
stead before the sale. 

Motion refused by the court, and plaintiff excepted. 

The plaintiff then moved for a new trial because of error in the in- 
structions to the jury given by the court, and assigned as erroneous that 
part of the instructions appearing in brackets. Motion overruled, and 
plaintiff appealed. 7 | 


Watson é Buxton iia A. EB, Holton for plains 
Glenn & Manly for defendant. 


Avery, J. Two questions are raised by ifs peal (1) If it be ad- 
mitted that the defendant, Rufus Roberts, was a citizen of North Caro- 
lina, could the sheriff lawfully sell, under the execution issued against 
him upon a judgment recovered on a debt created since 1868, a tract of 
land belonging to him other than that upon which he lived and distant 
four miles from it, when no homestead had been allotted to him? (2) 
Was the dahistiow of “a resident,” given in the instruction of the court 
_ to the jury, because of its inaccuracy or inconsistency, calculated to mis- 
lead them in passing upon the issue submitted ? 

While it may have been. supposed by the framers of the organic law 
that a debtor would usually elect to have his homestead allotted in his 
dwelling-place and the surrounding land, “his choice is not positively 
restricted to that, nor to contiguous land.” Mayho v. Cotton, 69 N. C., 
289; Hughes v. Hodges, 102 N. C., 236; Flora v. Robbins, 93 N. C., 40. 
The Constitution guarantees the right of selection between different 
tracts in express terms, if as suggested in Mayho v. Cotton, supra, the 

power would not have been implied necessarily in the grant of 

(426) exemption in a home worth $1,000. Constitution, Art. X, sec. 2. 
The sale having been made to satisfy a debt created since the 
homestead exemption became a part of the Constitution, was void, there- 
fore, if the defendant was, as a resident of this State at that time, en- 
titled to the benefit of that privilege. Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 90. 
It is true that the general definition of “a resident” given by the court 
was incorrect, and embodied the very terms in which this Court has de- 
fined “domicile,” which is a much more comprehensive term. Horn v. 
Horn, 31 N. C., 99; Plummer v. Brandon, 40 N. C., 190. Generally, 
one who has acquired a domicile at a given place must have resided 
there with the intention of making it a home, and the fact that he tem- 
porarily resided elsewhere, with the purpose of returning to such home, 
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would not impair any right growing out of having become domiciled 
there. Fleming v. Stroley, 23 N. C., 805; Commissioners v. Commis- 
stoners, 101 N. C., 520. But, however erroneous the general proposition 
may have been, the more specific instruction as to the “restricted mean- 
ing of the words ‘a resident,’ ” in Article X, section 2 of the Constitution, 
must of necessity have been understood by the jury and followed in 
answering the issue submitted to them. If the jury were made to com- 
prehend what was meant by the words as used in the Constitution in 
reference to the right of exemption, and that their inquiry was limited 
to ascertaining whether the facts brought the defendant within the defi- 
nition of a “regident,’”? as the words are there used, and confounding of 
domicile with residence in the abstract proposition was a harmless error. 
The instruction which bore directly upon the issue was as follows: “The 
words ‘a resident of this State,’ employed in the Constitution, in respect 
to homesteads, have a more restricted meaning than is usually given to 
‘domicile.’ To entitle a person to a constitutional exemption, he must 
be an actual and not a constructive resident. Where the facts show an 
actual removal from the State, even for a definitdé period, the per- 

son so removing ceases, so long as he remains absent, to be a resi- (427) 
dent of the State, in respect to his rights to hea although 
he may have the ‘intent to return and resume his residence.” Although 
a juror might have thought that, for some purposes “a resident” might 
mean one who is domiciled he could not fail to understand from the 
foregoing instruction that one who actually removed from the State for 
a limited period, even animo revertends, would forfeit his right of ex- 
emption by failure to occupy the place protected by the Constitution for 
the purpose of furnishing him a home. Indeed, the explanatory propo- 
sition embodies substantially the language used by the Court in Lee v. 
Moseley, 101 N. C., 311, and in Munds v. Cassidey, 98 N. C., 568, to 
draw the distinction between a domicile, as understood in reference to the 
right of suffrage or of administration, and a resident, such as was 
essential to the retention of the right of exemption under the Constitu- 
tion. 

We see no error in the last paragraph of the charge. If the defendant 
did not actually remove to Georgia, and make it even a temporary home, 
but visited that State for the purpose of trading in the winter, and re- 
turning to his home in North Carolina in the spring, he acquired none 
of the advantages and must be subject to none of the disadvantages there 
incident, in contemplation of law, either to being a resident or domiciled 
during such a sojourn. Though he may have been accompanied by his 
family, he would not have been entitled to the benefit of similar exemp- 
tion laws as a resident of Georgia and, adopting the test suggested by 
this Court, we must conclude that the right of exemption ceases here, 
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when, by reason of a change of residence, 1t begins in another State, or 
when a similar occupancy of a place of residence by one coming from 
a sister State to this State would entitle such person to the benefit of sec- 
tion 2, Article X, of our Constitution. Lee v. Moseley, and Munds v. 
Cassidey, supra; Baker v. Leggett, 98 N. C., 304. . 
It is not necessary to a decision of the questions involved: in 

(428) this case to advert to the difference in the character of the resi- 

dence or domicile, which would entitle one to the right of suff- 
rage, protect him against attachment, or qualify him to administer on 
an estate. Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. C., 576; Wheeler v. Cobb, 75 N. C., 
21; Hannon v. Grizzard, 89 N. C., 118; Roberts v. Cannon, 20 N. 0, 
398; Carden v. Carden, 107 N. 0., 914. Abrams v. Pender, 44 N. C., 
260. 

The onus was upon the defendant to show that a homestead had not 
been allotted to him, as in the absence of any evidence beyond the proof 
of judgment, execution, levy, and sale, all apparently regular, the pre- 
sumption would have been in favor of the validity of plaintiff’s title. 
Mobley v. Griffin, 10f N. ©., 112; Buie v. Scott, 107 N. C., 181; 2 
Wharton Eyv., secs. 1818 and 1319. But as soon as it appeared in evi- 
‘dence that a homestead had not in fact been allotted, the presumption 
in favor of the regularity of judicial proceedings was rebutted, as it 
would have been if the same fact had appeared upon the face of the 
record. Mobley v. Griffin, and Bue v. Scott, supra. It would not have 
been incumbent on the plaintiff, in a case where the record showed that 
no exemption had been allowed, to negative the possibility of nonresi- 
dence. But if it had not been decided in both of the cases cited that 
proof that no homestead was allotted upon what appeared, either from 
the date of the judgment or of the contract, to be a new debt, rebutted 
the presumption of regularity in the sale, another principle may be in- 
voked, which is clearly decisive of the question as to the correctness of 
the charge. It was shown and admitted by both parties that the de- 
fendant had been a resident of Surry County, In the State of North 
Carolina, prior to his purchase of the property and engaging in mer- 
cantile business in Milledgeville, Georgia. That fact being settled, it 
was Incumbent on the plaintiff to show that his place of residence was 

not still the same, because the law presumed the status once 

(429) shown to continue (2 Wharton, supra, secs. 1285 (429) and 
1296), generally, and especially as to place of residence, and the 

duty resting upon a plaintiff to show his right to recover shifted therefore 
to Fulton, upon the rebuttal of the presumption in favor of the regularity 
in the sale, on which his prima facie case was dependent. The burden 
_ of showing a change of domicile, when it becomes material to do so, “un- 
questionably lies on the party who asserts the change.” (5 Am. & Eng. 
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Enc., 865); and “it is presumed that the residence of a person continues 
to be in the place where it is proved to have been until the contrary is 
shown.” 17 A. & E. Enc.,-76. 

We conclude, therefore, that in view of the admitted fact that de- 
fendant had resided in Surry County, the burden of showing that he 
had subsequently become a resident of another State when his land was 
sold rested upon the plaintiff, and there was no error in so lnstructing 
the jury. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Jones v. Alsbrook, 115 N. C., 51; Stern v. Lee, vb., 488; Chitty 
v. Chitty, 118 N. C., 649; Allison v. Snider, 2b., 956; Bevan v. Ellis, 121 
N. C., 236; Marshburn v. Lashlie, 122 N. C., 240; Reynolds v. Cotton 
Mills, 177 N. C., 417. 


HOWELL & HARDISTER vy. W. C. JONES er AL. 


Surety on Baal 1 Bond—Justifcation—Notioo—Liability of ery as 
Special Baal. 


1. A bail bond should show on its face that the surety is a resident and free- 
holder within the State, or his justification should establish these facts. 


2, A sheriff who accepts an insufficient. undertaking in arrest and bail pro- 
ceedings or who, after exceptions filed thereto by the plaintiff, fails to 
give notice of the time when and the place where the bail will justify, is 
liable as special bail to the plaintiff, and he will not be exonerated from 
liability by the fact that he acted in good faith in taking the insufficient 
bond, or by the fact that the plaintiff was near by and knew what was 
going on when an alleged justification was being made by the surety. 


This was a proceeding in arrest and bail, in which it was 
sought to hold the sheriff of Stanly County lable as special bail, (480) 
heard before Winston, J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Sranty. 

Neither the bail bond, on its face, nor the justification of the surety 
showed that the latter was a resident and freeholder within the State. 
The plaintiffs having, in due time, served notice of exceptions to the 
bail taken by the sheriff, insisted that the sheriff was liable because he 
failed, after service of the notice of exceptions, to give plaintiffs, or their 
attorneys, notice of the justification of bail or the taking of other bail. 
His Honor found the following facts: 

“The plaintiffs had no written notice of the time and place of taking 
the bond of P. S. Jones, with H. C. Crowell as surety, nor of the justi- 

315 


IN THE SUPREME COURT rig 


HOWELL v. JONES. 


‘fication of said surety; but the plaintiff Howell was in a very short dis- 
‘tance of the said place at the time, and had knowledge of the same, but 
no written notice. The same evening the said Jones left the State. The 
next day exceptions to said bond were filed by the plaintiffs. Said bond 
-was justified by said H. C. Crowell, before the clerk of the court, at 
‘which time the said Crowell informed the sheriff of the facts set out in 
‘Crowell’s affidavit, as follows: 
A Crowell makes oath that at the time he signed the bond the 
sheriff inquired what property he owned. He stated to the sheriff that 
‘he was the owner of certain property, viz: One sixty horse-power boiler 
_and engine, and a ten-stamp mill, which is reasonably worth $2,000; | 
_and that affiant has the same in his possession, and claiming to own it, 
_and that the title to the same has not been settled, and affiant still claims 
‘the same, and says that he has not lost it. That there were no condi- 
_-tions stated to the sheriff as to this affiant’s justification of the bond, 
-except that the only contest about the property was that the plaintiffs 
-claimed to attach the same as the property of W. C. Jones; but that 
said W. C. Jones was not the owner of said property; but that 
(481) the same is the property of this affiant, except the sum of $200 
owed to Henry A. Judd.’ 
“He also stated to the sheriff that he had other property, both rea] 
-and personal, amounting to almost $1,000, and personal property worth 
$300 or $400. He did tell the sheriff that unless the engine, etc., was 
his he could not justify, but that he claimed the same as his a does 
claim it still, and did justify accordingly. 
“After notice of such exceptions the sheriff failed to notify plaintiffs 
-or their attorneys, of the justification of bail, or giving of other bail. 
“That execution has since issued desiree said surety and been re- 
‘turned, ‘No goods to be found.’ From the foregoing the court adjudges 
that the said sheriff acted in good faith, and that he cannot be held 
“hable in this action.” 
Thereupon the plaintiffs appealed. 


Brinn & Jerome for plaintif's. 
Robbins & Long for defendants. 


Burwetz, J. We do not think that the facts found by his Honor 
justify the conclusion that the defendant sheriff is not liable to plain- 
-tiffs as special bail, according to the provisions of section 313 of The 
Code. 

The defendant was not to be diechareed oo arrest until he had given 
“bail or deposited the amount mentioned in the order. The Code, sec. 
-298. No one but “a resident and freeholder within the State” is quali- 
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fied to act as such bail. -The sheriff should not have accepted an under- 
taking that did not show on its face that the surety thereon had those 
qualifications, or if he did so, he should have required that the surety’s 
_ justification should have established those facts. It was most reasonable 
that plaintiffs should except to such an undertaking. When notified 
by plaintiffs that they excepted to the undertaking given by defendants, 
it was his duty to give notice to plaintiffs as required in section 

305. The evident intent of the statute is that it shall be a writ- (482) 
ten notice, in which shall be mentioned the time when and the 

place where the bail will justify. It is not found that any such notice, 
oral or written, was given to plaintiffs. The fact that one of the plain- 
tiffs was near the place where the alleged justification took place and 
knew what was doing there, cannot, we think, exonerate the sheriff from 
liability. This second omission of duty prescribed for him by the law 
confirmed his liability to plaintiffs as special bail. He failed to carry 
out the plain mandates of The Code, made for his guidance and the pro- 
tection of plaintiff’s rights, and the “good faith” with which he acted 
cannot shield him from lability. 

We confine ourselves to the consideration of the facts found by his 
Honor. It was unnecessary to send up in the record the various affidavits | 
offered by the parties, since we cannot examine them to ascertain other 
facts that might tend to the sheriff’s exoneration. 

Error. 


(433) 
L. W. ZIMMERMAN vy. H. ZIMMERMAN. 


Diworce—Alimony Pendente Inte—Motion—Notrce—Findings of Fact 
by Judge—Contempt. 


1. The fact that a notice of a motion for alimony pendente lite, duly served 
upon the defendant, did not specify the time of hearing, will not invali- 
date the order allowing the same, it having been heard at a term of court 
at which the cause stood regularly for trial. 


2. Application for alimony can be made by a motion in the cause, and a de- 
fendant is fixed with notice thereof. It is only when made out of term 
that a notice is necessary. ; 

3. The requirement of section 1291 of The Code that in application for ali- 
mony the judge shall find such allegations of the complaint to be true as 
will entitle the plaintiff to the order applies only when such allegations 
are controverted, since, by that section, the defendant has the right to 
controvert the same, and it is sufficient if the judge find that no answer 

was filed and adjudge the alimony to be paid. 


317 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [113 


ZIMMERMAN VU. ZIMMERMAN. 


4. The provision of section 1288 of The Code that the allegations of the com- 
plaint in an action for divorce “are deemed to be denied” applies only to 
the trial upon the merits, since the facts must be found by a jury. On 

_a motion for alimony the judge finds the facts. 


5. Where a defendant in an action for divorce was served with notice of a 
motion for alimony and neither filed an answer nor appealed from the 
order granting it, and after applying to three different judges to get the 
order set aside failed to do so and allowed eighteen months to pass with- 
out paying the alimony, though possessed of sufficient unencumbered per- 

-gonal property to enable him to do so, he was rightly adjudged in con- 
tempt, and a sentence of thirty days imprisonment for wilful disobedi- 
ence of the order of the court will be affirmed. 


This was a motion to attach defendant for contempt, heard at Spring 
Term, 1893, of Catpwett, before McIver, J. | 

From the judgment ordering him to be imprisoned for thirty days, 
the defendant appealed. 

The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


8. J. Ervin for defendant. 
No counsel contra. 


Crarx, J. Prior to the Act of 1883 (ch. 67), which is now incorpora- 
ted in section 1291 of The Code, the allegations of the complaint and 
petition were taken as true, for the purposes of the motion for alimony. 
The only question reviewable on appeal was the sufficiency of plaintiff’s 
allegations. Morris v. Morris, 89 N.C., 109. But by the amendatory 
act of 1883, the husband, upon a motion for alimony, was permitted to 

deny the allegations of the complaint by answer or affidavit, and 
(484) the judge was required to find such of the plaintiff’s allegations 

to be true as would entitle her to the order before granting the 
same. Lassiter v. Lassiter, 92 N. C., 129. Then on appeal the sufficiency 
of the facts found and not’ of the plaintifi’s complaint was to be con- 
sidered. | 

‘The order for alimony may be made in or out of term, but the de- 
fendant must have five days’ notice thereof. In the present case the 
summons was issued and served July, 1891, returnable to the Superior 
Court of Caldwell County. The complaint duly verified was filed at 
September Term, 1891. On 1 March, 1892, the plaintiff filed in said 
court her petition for alimony, and caused the clerk of the court to issue 
notice to the defendant that she had filed said petition in the cause 
pending in that court, asking the court to make such order. This was 
duly served on 8 March. At the term of the court, which was held 
three or four weeks thereafter the court entered an order reciting, ‘This 
cause coming on to be heard, and being heard, and no answer having 
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been filed to the petition filed by the plaintiff,” and directing the pay- 
ment by defendant, as alimony, of $50 in cash, and $5 at the end of 
each month till the next term of the court. The plaintiff neither appealed 
from said order nor obeyed it. He contends that it is void and of no 
effect—(1) because the notice did not specify a time and place for its 
hearing, and (2) because the judge did not find the allegations of the 
complaint to be true. 

If, upon such notice, the hearing had been at any other time and place 
than the regular term of court at which the action was pending, there 
‘would be some ground of objection to the order. It would, at least, have 
been irregular, and should have been set aside, on motion; but when the 
order was made in the cause and at the term of court, and especially at 
the term at which the cause stood regularly for trial, the defendant is 
fixed with notice thereof. Hemphill v. Moore, 104 N.C., 379; Erwin v. 


Lowery, 64 N. C., 321; Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), 651. Notice is re- 


quired to be given only when the application is heard out of term (485) 
time. Coor v. Smith, 107 N. C., 480. Application for alimony 
can be made by a motion in the cause. Reeves v. Reeves, 82 N. C., 348. 

The requirement that the judge should find such allegations of the 
complaint to be true as would entitle the plaintiff to the order was 
brought into the statute by the amendatory act of 1883, supra, which 
gave the defendant the right to controvert the allegations of the com- 
plaint and petition, and it would seem to apply only when such alle- 
gations are controverted. But here they were not denied, and the judge 
does substantially find them “true and sufficient to entitle plaintiff to 
alimony” by reciting that no answer was filed, and adjudging that the 
defendant pay the alimony decreed. It will be noted that the provision 
of section 1288, that the allegations of the complaint ‘ ‘are deemed de- 
nied,” applies only to the trial upon the merits, since that section adds. 
that ‘the facts “must be found by a jury.” As to the motion for alimony, 
_ the facts are found by the judge. Section 1291 of The Code. 

The defendant did not see fit to controvert the allegations of fact by 
a reply under oath, and he cannot be allowed to deny them collaterally 
by simply refusing to obey the order of the court. There is no hardship 
in this instance, certainly since such orders can be “modified or vacated 
at any time, on the application of either party.” At any rate, the order 
was not void. If erroneous, the defendant should have appealed; and, 
if irregular, his remedy was to have it set aside, but until declared ir- 
regular and set aside, it was his duty to obey it. 

The defendant’s excuse, that he paid no attention to the notice be- 
cause he thought it concerned the divorce only, which he was willing the 
plaintiff should obtain, deserves no consideration at the hands 
of any court. The defendant also avers that he made a motion to set. 
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(436) aside the order, but that owing to other engagements of his coun- 
sel and the forgetfulness of one judge, six months elapsed and 
that he lost another six months because the next judge was engaged the 
whole term of the court in that county upon the trial of jury cases. It 
does not appear whether the judge was in fact applied to at that term. 
But the statute provides that the order may be “modified or vacated at 
any time,” and therefore, of course, such motions, upon notice, may be 
heard at any place in the district. Parker v. McPhail, 112 N. C., 502. 
Besides want of diligence in pressing such motion, the defendant pre- 
sumably has small ground to have the order set aside, since the third 
judge before whom it has come has failed to grant his motion, and there 
is no exception, nor appeal. Indeed, his Honor, in effect, renewed the 
order by granting the defendant ten days longer to pay the sum there- 
tofore decreed, and in default thereof sentenced him to imprisonment for 
contempt. | 
It was not requisite to find the facts as to the contempt, because, as his 
Honor properly held, the answer to the rule, taking it to be true, was in- 
sufficient, and it being admitted therein that the defendant owned unen- 
cumbered personal property more than sufficient to pay said alimony, 
rightly adjudged him in contempt. Smith v. Smith, 92 N. C., 304. 
The value of the defendant’s earnings was not considered but, if there 
had been a deficiency of property, should have been negatived to satis- 
factorily account for his failure to obey the order of the court. The 
defendant neither answered the petition for alimony, though served 
with notice by the sheriff, nor appealed from the order made thereon 
and has not pressed, with any diligence whatever, his motion to set 
aside the order. Till set aside or modified, it was his duty to obey it. 
Having failed to do so, he was guilty of a palpable contempt. It did 
not rest in the good pleasure of the defendant whether he should obey 
the order of a court of justice or not. If he chose to treat it as 
(437) a nullity, he did so at his peril, if it should prove, as it has, that 
it was his opinion, and not the judgment of the court, that was at 
fault. In the nature of alimony, the order is urgent and exacts prompt 
observance. The defendant has delayed eighteen months, and though 
he has applied to three different Judges the order has not been set aside, 
yet he still has not obeyed it. 
The sentence of thirty days imprisonment for wie disobedience of 
_ the order of the court is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Moore v. Moore, 130 N. C., 334; School v. Peirce, 163 N. C., 
426; Jones v. Jones, 173 N. C., 283; White v. White, 179 N. C., 597. 
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W. L. KEDLY, ssi cage: oF MARTHA J. FULP, DECEASED, 
. G. WILLIAMS kt At. 


Construction of Will—Executory Devise. 


A testator devised the portion of his estate falling to his daughter Martha 
to a trustee, to be held, controlled, and managed by him for the sole and 
separate use of said Martha “so long as she remains unmarried, or so 
long as she may live, and if she should die without issue, then her share 
to be equally divided among all my children”: Held, that the devise was 

-of a fee to Martha, with a proviso that it should be held in trust during 

her life or maidenhood for her separate use, with an executory devise 
over to her brothers and sisters should she die without issue; upon her 
marriage and having issue, the fee became absolute. | 


This was a special proceeding, begun before the clerk of the Superior 
Court of Yadkin and transferred upon issues joined and heard before 
Boykin, J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Yapxrn. 

A jury trial having been waived, his Honor found the following 
facts: 

1. That Tyre Glenn died in Yadkin County in 1875, seized and pos- 
sessed of the lands described in the petition, leaving a last will and testa- 
ment, etc., and the lands described in the petition, under proper 
proceedings between the devisors, were allotted to the plaintifi’s (438) 
intestate in the year 1882. _ 

2. That the plaintif?” s intestate intermarried with Peter Fulp in the 
year 1884, and had issue, one child—Mittie Fulp. 

3. That Peter Fulp died in March, 1891, and Martha J. Fulp, the 
plaintiff’s intestate, died in September, 1891, and Mittie Fulp, her only 
child, died, without issue, in March, 1892—all intestate. 

4, That ‘the plaintiff, W. L. Kelly, was, on 27 November, 1891, duly 
appointed and qualified as the administrator on the estate of Martha J. 
Fulp; that the personal estate is insufficient to pay the debts and costs 
of administration. 

5. That the plaintifi’s intestate is the person referred to in the will 
of Tyre Glenn, deceased, as aatehe J. Glenn; that Thomas Glenn, the 
trustee, died in 1876. 

6. That the defendants are the ice one only notes of the 
brothers and sisters of Martha J. Glenn. 

The case turned upon the construction of the third clause of the will, 
which is as follows: 

“Item $.—After my death, and the payment of all my just debts, I 
give,. will and bequeath and devise to my daughters, Martha J. Glenn, 
Harriet. E. Duskin, Bertha Glenn, Fanny Glenn and Lilly Glenn, and 
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to my sons, William B. Glenn, Thomas Glenn and Tyre Glenn, all my 
real estate not herein disposed of to Fanny and Lilly, to be equally di- 
vided between them, to have and to hold the same to them and their 
heirs forever, and the lots given to Fanny and Lilly, as before mentioned, 
to be estimated at a fair valuation in equalizing the shares so as to ani 
all of the above-named children equal in my real estate: Provided, how- 
ever, that that portion of my real and personal estate that falls to Mar- 
tha J. Glenn I give, will, bequeath and devise to my son, Thomas 
(439) Glenn, in trust, to be held, controlled and managed by him as in 
his aasneat he may deem best for the sole and separate use and 
behoof of my daughter, Martha J. Glenn, so long as she remains unmar- 
ried, or so long as she may live, and if she should die without issue, then 
her share to be equally divided between all my children.” 
The court held that Martha J. Glenn took a fee simple estate upon 
her marriage and birth of issue, and rendered judgment for the plain- 
tiff, from which defendants appealed. 


A. #. Holton for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


SuxpuerD, C. J. We are of the opinion that the ruling of his Honor 
was correct. The proper construction of the will of Tyre Glenn, in 
respect to this controversy, is as follows: It devises a fee to Martha J. 
Glenn, with a proviso that it shall be held in trust during her life or 
maidenhood for her separate use, with an executory devise over to her 
brothers and sisters, should she die without issue. As soon as she mar- 
ried and had issue, the fee became absolute. Saddler v. Wilson, 40 
N. C., 296; Davis v. Parker, 69 N. C., 271. 

Affirmed. 


J. H. McADEN, Executor or R. Y. McADEN, v. R. T. NUTT Er At. 
Practice—Injunction—Findings of Fact by Judge. 


1. In a motion by the defendant for an order for plaintiff to show cause why 

satisfaction of a judgment should not be entered, and for an injunction, 
_ the findings of fact by the judge are conclusive. 

2. Where, on the hearing of a motion for an injunction, etc., the defendant 
objected to the reading by the plaintiff of an affidavit by defendants’ 
counsel, on the ground that it related to matters privileged between 
attorney and client, and the affidavit was withdrawn without being read, 
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but after judgment refusing the motion and dissolving the injunction, the 
judge asked to see the affidavit, and read it: Held, that no harm could 
result to defendants therefrom. 


This was a motion by the defendants to have satisfaction en-— 
tered on the record of the judgment in the above-entitled cause, (440) 
and for a restraining order and injunction, which motion was 
heard before Armfield, J., at his chambers in Charlotte, N. C., on 138 
June, 1893, that being the return day of the order to show cause which 
had been prone issued, 

The motion of the defendants was heard upon affidavits of the de- 
-fendants Brower and Nutt, one Patterson and R. L. Haymore, on the 
part of the plaintiff, and the affidavits of the plaintiff J. H. McAden 
on his own behalf. The affiant R. T. Nutt stated in his affidavit that he 
had delivered to the plaintiff J. H. McAden a bond given by a third 
party to him (Nutt), the principal and interest of which now amounted 
to about $1,200, the bond having been executed in 1882, and that plain- 
tiff McAden received the same in payment and satisfaction of- one-half 
of the note upon which judgment was rendered in this action. This 
allegation was positively denied by the plaintiff in his affidavits, and 
he further stated and averred that the said bond was delivered to him 
and received by him, not in. payment or satisfaction of any part of the 
said note, but as collateral security, and that under the agreement en- 
tered into at the time of the delivery of said note between him and Nutt, 
he was to collect what he could on said bond, and apply the amount to the 
payment pro tanto of said note. He further stated that the bond for 
$1,200 was delivered to him prior to the term of the court at which. 
judgment was rendered in this case. The judge before whom this mo- 
tion was made, after consideration of the said affidavits and the argu- 
ment of counsel, found the facts to be as stated in the affidavits of the 
plaintiff MceAden and above set forth. The said judge thereupon re- 
fused to grant the motion of the defendants, and to this ruling they ex- 
cepted. The said judge also dissolved the restraining order heretofore 
granted, and directed that plaintiff might proceed to collect. the 
balance due on the said judgment. The counsel for defendant asked (441) 
the court if the court would not give the defendants a trial by Jury 
of the matters raised and disputed by the affidavits by continuing the mat- 
ter over to the next term. The court declined to do this, and gave judg- 
ment refusing the motion and dissolving the restraining order. At the 
hearing plaintiff’s counsel remarked that they had an affidavit of John 
E. Brown, Esq., who was counsel for defendant Nutt when the judgment 
was taken, corroborating the affidavit of plaintiff McAden, whereupon 
the counsel for defendant Nutt objected to the inteodac don of said 
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affidavit of Brown, as it related to matters. privileged between attorney 
and client, and the counsel for plaintiff withdrew Brown’s affidavit, and 
it was not read to the court until after the court had given the judgment. 
The court then, as a matter of curiosity, asked what was in Brown’s afh- 
davit, and it was then, after the judgment, read to the court; but it was 
not considered by the court in giving Judgment, or any of its contents 
known until after judgment was rendered; nor did the court pass upon 
its competency or incompetency. 
The defendants excepted and appealed. 


Walker & Cansler for plainteff. 
R. L. Haymore and A. E. Holton for defendants. 


Per Curtam: We are unable to discover any error in the ruling of 
the court. The case is too plain to admit of discussion. 
Affirmed. 


(442) | 
J. B. KELLY v. F. OLIVER. 


Contract—C ontemporaneous Agreement—Premature Action—Hvidence. 


In order to secure the continuance of plaintiff’s school, several persons, less 
than twenty, signed a paper-writing agreeing to furnish the number of 
scholars set opposite to their names for the scholastic year ending 30 
June, 1892, at a specified sum for each scholar “for the scholastic year.” 
The defendant was the last to sign, agreeing to furnish two scholars, but 
furnished none. The plaintiff brought suit against defendant April, 1892: 
Held, (1) that it was error, on the trial, to exclude testimony offered to 
prove that at the time of signing the plaintiff agreed that the contract 
should not go into effect as to the defendant until twenty signatures should 
be procured, the agreement not being a contradiction of the terms of the 
contract but a contemporaneous agreement postponing its legal operation 
until the happening of a contingency; (2) that the contract was a special 
and entire contract and must be performed before plaintiff can recover, 
and therefore the action was prematurely brought. 


BURWELL, J., having been of counsel, did not sit. 


Aorton, tried before Armfield, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1893, 

of MECKLENBURG. | 

The action was brought to recover the sum of $160, alleged to be due 

by the defendant to the plaintiff, who was a school teacher, for tuition. 

Plaintiff, as a witness in his own behalf, testified as follows: “I was 

teaching school in Charlotte; and began teaching in 1891. The defend- 
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ant signed the paper shown me; I saw him sign it. The paper was as 
follows: ‘In order to secure the continuance of Prof. Kelly’s school in 
Charlotte, we the undersigned agree to furnish the number of scholars 
opposite our respective names for the scholastic year beginning in Sep- 
tember, 1891, at the sum of $80 for the scholastic year.’ I began 

the scholastic year on 9 September, 1891, and kept my school open (443) 
until the end of the scholastic year, which was the last of May 

or the first of June, 1892. Defendant’s pupils did not attend the school.” 

The defendant proposed to prove by the witness that before, and at 
the time of signing the paper, it was agreed between the plaintiff and the 
defendant that the paper should not be binding uniil the plaintiff had 
procured twenty (20) signatures to the paper. 

This evidence, which defendant offered to introduce, was objected ta 
by the plaintiff. The objection was sustained, and the defendant ex- 
cepted. 

Defendant asked the court to charge the jury that plaintiff could not 
recover, as his action was brought before the cause of action had ac- 
crued, the action having been commenced in April, 1892, and the paper 
showing that the scholastic year did not terminate until May or June, 
1892, and that, therefore, the money was not due, if at all, until May 
or June, 1892, when the service contracted for was fully performed. 

The court held that the money was due when the contract was made, 
or at least, at the beginning of the session, according to the legal con- 
struction of the said paper, and refused to ave the instruction, and de- 
fendant excepted. 

The court charged the jury that if they believed the evidence the plain- 
tiff was entitled to recover, to which the defendant excepted. 

There was a verdict for the plaintiff in accordance with the said in- 
struction and charge for the full amount of his claim, and from the 
judgment thereon the defendant appealed. 


Jones & Tillett and F. I. Osborne for plainttff. 
Walker & Cansler for defendant. 


Surruerp, C. J. As the name of the defendant is the last on the in- 
_ strument, it cannot be claimed that the other parties signed it in 

reference to his becoming a party. Neither does it appear that (444) 
any specific sum was to be raised, so that the release of the de 

fendant would increase the liability of the others. This being so, 1t was 
competent for the defendant to show that, although he signed the in- 
strument, it was not to go into effect, as to him, until the plaintiff had 
procured the signatures of twenty others to the same. This does not 
contradict the terms of the writing, but amounts to a collateral agree- 
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ment, postponing its legal operation until the happening of a contin- 
gency. Penniman v. Alexander, 111 N. C., 427. The contract sued upon 
is a special and entire contract, and must be performed before the plain- 
tiff can recover. The scholastic year ended on the first of June, 1892, 
and this action was brought in April of that year. We think the action 
was prematurely brought. Brewer v. Tysor, 48 N. C., 180; Lawing v. 
Rintels, 97 N. C., 350. We have examined the authorities cited by plain- © 
tiff’s counsel, and are of the opinion that they do not sustain his con- 
tentions. | | 

There must be a 

New trial. 


Cited: Pratt v. Chaffin, 186 N. C., 352; Hughes v. Crooker, 148 N.C., 
320; Woodson v. Beck, 151 N. C., 149; Alexander v. Savings Bank, 155 
N. C., 127; Anderson v. Corporation, tb., 184; Bowser v. Terry, 156 
N. C., 88; Garrison v. Machine Co., 159 N. C., 289; Mercantile Co. v. 
Parker, 163 N. C., 278; Buie v. Kennedy, 164 N. C., 299; Rousseau v. 
Call, 169 N. C., 177. 


(445) , 
| A. & W. B. CRINKLEY v. B. I. EGERTON. 


Vendor and Vendee—Landlord and Tenant—Mortgage. 


1. Where Iand is sold on credit and a mortgage is executed by the vendee to 
the vendor upon the property to secure payment of the installments, the 
vendor, aS mortgagee, has the right of possession. Hence it is competent 
for the parties to contract that the possession shall be held by the pur- 
chaser till payment made, and that in consideration thereof the relation 
of the parties shall be that of landlord and tenant. Such contract not 
being oppressive nor against public policy nor any statute, the courts 
eannot restrict the freedom of contract by declaring it invalid. 

. In such case the landlord’s lien for rent takes priority of a mortgage for 
advancements, especially when the parties contract that the landlord’s 
lien for rent shall be retained. . 

3. When no exception is made below that the mortgage and contract was not 

recorded, and it does not appear how the fact was, the exception cannot 
be taken for the first time in this Court. Every presumption is in favor 
of the correctness of the proceedings below. It devolves upon the appel- 
lant to assign error in apt time. | 


BuRWELL, J., dissents, arguendo, in which SHEPHERD, C. J., concurs. 


iw 


Action, tried at Spring Term, 1893, of Warren, before Hoke, J. 
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The plaintiffs claim the proceeds of certain crops, and the only ques- 
tion involved is the construction of a contract, a copy of which is as 
follows: , . 


“Contract made 30.December, 1887, by and between B. I. Egerton, of 
Macon, Warren County, N. C., of the first part, and Major Willams 
(a colored man), of Warren County, N. C., of the second part— 

“Witnesseth, that said B. I. Egerton has leased to the said Major 
Williams for a term of ten years (beginning from this day) his tract 
of land lying in Warren County, N. C., known as the William and John 
Powell tract, adjoining the lands of 8. P. Arrington, Mrs. Emma Eger- 
ton’s heirs, and others, and containing sixty-six acres; the said Major 
Williams to pay the said B. I. Egerton, on or before November 1 of each 
year, beginning 1 November, 1888, and continuing to the termination of 
this lease, three bales cotton (lint), to weigh each 400 pounds, making 
a total a 1,200 pounds lint cotton, to be paid as rent for each of the 
ten years. 

“The said B. I. Egerton agrees to and with the said Major Williams, 
and as an inducement for the said Williams to pay the rent prompily 
each year as it matures, that whenever he has been paid as much as six 
hundred dollars ($600), with interest on the same from this day at 
eight per cent, as rent on the said tract of land, that this lease is to ter- 
minate, and that he will make to the said Major Williams a good 
and sufficient deed in fee simple to the said tract of sixty-six acres (446) 
of land, but the said Major Williams shall lose the above option 
if he fails to pay the said B. I. Egerton the rent of 1,200 pounds lint 
cotton each year. In order to ascertain when the said $600 and interest 
has been paid, the said B. I. Egerton is to keep a correct account of all 
rents paid to him by the said Williams. 

“This paper-writing is to be considered as a rent bond, and all crops 
that may be made on the said tract of land are bound for the said rent 
of 1,200 pounds lint cotton, as in cases of other agreements for rent be- 
' tween landlords and tenants. 

“Ty witness whereof, the said B. I. Egerton and Major Wallianss have 
hereunto affixed their seals this December 30, 1887. 

“B, L Ecrerton. —— (Seal) 
“Masor X Wiruiams. (Seal) 
“Witness: W. G. Eczurron.” 


The plaintiffs contended that the above instrument created the relation 
of vendor and vendee between the defendant and Williams, but the court 
held that it created the relation of landlord and tenant between them, and 
plaintiffs excepted and appealed from the judgment rendered. 
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T. T. Hicks for plainteff. 
Batchelor & Devereux for defendant. 


Crark, J. The instrument is in all respects a valid lease of land for 
ten years at a stipulated rent of 1,200 pounds of lint cotton per year, but 
on condition that on the payment of rent to the value of $600, and in- 
terest, and as an inducement to the prompt and punctual payment of the 
rent, the lessor will thereupon make a conveyance in fee to the les- 
see of the land. There is nothing in morals or in law which 
prohibits or restricts the power of contracting so as to render this valid as 

a lease until upon the performance of the condition it shall be- 
(447 ) come a sale; and being a valid lease, the landlord retains his stat- 

utory lien on the crop for the rents. There is naught which 
shows an intention of the parties to release it. On the contrary, there 
is an explicit agreement that “all crops that may be made on said tract 
of land are bound for said rent of 1,200 pounds lint cotton, as in other 
agreements between landlord and tenant.” The intent to retain the 
landlord’s lien was a moving inducement to this form of contract, which 
the parties had a legal right to enter into. 

It is true that in Puffer v. Lucas, 112 N. C., 377, the Court held that, 
as between the parties, if the lessor attempted, after sundry payments 
made, to declare them forfeited and to retake possession of the property, 
the Court would, in equity in such case, hold the contract a mortgage and 
direct an accounting and sale as on a foreclosure. And, so it would 
here as to this land, should the landlord attempt to resume possession 
of it. But it was not held in Puffer v. Lucas, supra, that the lessor could 
not elect to let the lease remain in force and to collect the installments of 
rent by suit. Indeed, it approves Foreman v. Drake, 98 N. C., 311, 
which had held a contract, somewhat like the present, a contract oe 
ing and not a conditional sale, Nor, here, is there anything to prohibit 
the lessor electing to permit the lease to remain in force and collect his 
installments out of the crops by virtue of his landlord’s lien. In both 
cases, it is only when the lessor elects to put an end to the contract of 
lease and resume possession of the property that the court of equity will 
hold him to account and settlement, as upon a proceeding to foreclose a 
mortgage. Of course, an assignee of the lessee, either by purchase from 
him or by purchase at execution sale, would have the same right as the 
lessee to call for an accounting. 

A person may so use his own property as not to injure or in- 

(448) fringe upon the rights of others, which society undertakes to pro- 
tect. Upon this principle, one has the right and power to dispose 

of his property, when and how he may elect, if the law, for sufficient 
reason, has not declared the contract illegal, immoral or contrary to pub- 
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lic policy, and therefore void. Neither does any express provision of a 
statute, nor any reason founded upon public policy, prohibit the fair sur- 
render of a contract of a purchase by a vendee and a voluntary change 
of his position to that of lessee without even a surrender of the posses- 
sion. Taylor v. Taylor, 112 N. C., 27. Why should the converse of this 
proposition be hedged about with any restrictions except such as are 
plainly intended to prevent inequitable oppression, such as may ensue 
where the lessee is not allowed to retain possession until the time for the 
performance of the condition arrives. 

This view is 1n consonance with the real intent of the parties, and 
especially reasonable since the mortgages on crops of future years being 
invalid (Loftin v. Hines, 107 N. C., 360), the owner of land would not 
sell it, on credit, if he must part with all liens upon the crop. This lien 
being only for rent does not come under the evil of a mortgage for the 
whole crop for future years, which is denounced by Loftin v. Hines, 
supra. | 

This case also differs from Puffer v. Lucas, supra, in that there were 
in that case no rents or crops issuing out of the leased property upon 
which the lessor possessed a lien by virtue of the statute. While the 
Court, with some hesitation, held in Loftin v. Hines that a mortgage upon 
the crops of future years was invalid, for the reason there given, there 
is nothing -in that decision which restricts the freedom of contracts, so 
that a vendor of land who takes a mortgage on the land to secure the 
price may not stipulate that, until the mortgage is paid, the relation of 
the parties shall be landlord and tenant, to the extent that the landlord 
shall have his lien for the rent to be applied on the debt. This 
is because the mortgagee of the land, having the right of posses- (449) 
sion, may stipulate that the mortgagor may keep possession only 
on rendering rent. There is nothing oppressive in this when the rent is 
applied on the debt. This gives only a landlord’s lien for rent, and not 
a mortgage on the whole crop, which is forbidden in Loftin v. Hines, in 
return for yielding possession. Such contracts are very common, and 
serve a most useful purpose. The court, in the absence of oppression or 
grave reasons of public policy, cannot interfere with the freedom of all 
persons to make their own contracts. 8. v. Moore, post, 697. The cases 
of McCombs v. Wallace, 66 N. C., 481; Parker v. Allen, 84 N. C., 466; 
Hughes v. Mason, 84 N. C., 472; and Killebrew v. Hines, 104 N. C., 182, 
relied upon by plaintiff, are the reverse of this and have no application. 
Those cases were contracts of bargain and sale of land with a provision | 
that in case of a failure by vendee for a specified time to comply with the 
terms of sale, the contract should be void and the vendee should pay rent 
or a forfeit. The Court, of course, held these to be contracts of sale, and 
as to the first three cases, held that, there being a dispute as to the for- 
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feiture, the Superior Court had jurisdiction. , There being an equity, the 
justice of the peace could not administer it, and summary ejectment 
would not lie. As to the last case, it was held that the mortgagor could 
not upon default made, oust the lien upon the crop given to another by 
mortgagee for advances, while that relation existed. There was no stipu- 
lation in that case, as there is in this, reserving landlord’s lien for rent 
ab initio, and to elect to assert it after default made was unjust to the 
party who had made advances. These were cases of sales with a power. 
to resume possession upon default made.. Such have always been decreed 
mortgages, but until the vendor elects to move they are deeds of bargain 
and sale, and the bargainor has no lien upon the crop. While in them 

it was held that there being an equity in the lessor, the justice of 
(450) the peace could not summarily eject under The Code, sec. 1766, 


it was not held that the parties could not by their contract reserve __ 


the landlord’s lien for rent under section 1754. Taylor v. Taylor, 112 
N. C., 27, is equally inapplicable. It merely holds that when the rela- 
tion of the parties is simply that of vendor and vendee, mortgagor and 
' mortgagee, there is no landlord’s lien for rent under section 1754, be- 
cause there is “no agreement” reserving rent or creating the relation of 
landlord and tenant. . 

In the present case we have the relation of lessor and lessee established 
by the express contract of the parties. They had a right to so contract. 
Until the lessor attempts to retake possession, that relation continues. 
The lessor, by virtue of the nature of his agreement, and its express terms, 
retains the statutory len upon the crops. There is no exception taken 
that the contract between Egerton and Williams was not recorded. Even 
if registration were necessary as to plaintiff, still, there being no excep- 
- tion, the presumption of fact is to be taken most favorable to the ap- 
pellee. Such exception could not be taken for the first time in this Court, 
and, in fact, was not made either here or below. 

His Honor correctly charged the jury that the instrument created the 
relation of landlord and tenant between Egerton and Wilhams, and 
that by virtue thereof Egerton had a hen on the crop for rent and ad- 
vances out of the crop of 1891 superior to the agricultural liens held by 
the plaintiffs. The Code, sec. 1754. 

No error. 


Burwet., J., (dissenting). It is conceded that the crop which the 
plaintiff seeks to recover of the defendant was grown by one Willams 
upon land of which he was in possession. The plaintiff claimed the 
property by virtue of duly registered mortgages thereon made to him by 
Williams for advancements of supplies. The validity of plaintiff’s liens 
was admitted, but defendant alleged that his statutory lien for 
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rent (The Code, sec. 1754) was superior to those of the plaintiff (451) 
because Williams was his tenant. | 

To prove that Williams was his tenant, and also the amount due for 
rent, he introduced the contract between himself and Williams under 
which the latter held the land when the crop was grown and when plain- 
tiff’s mortgages or liens were made. He did not show that it was regis-_ 
tered. It seems to be decided by the court that that contract created be- 
tween the defendant Egerton and Williams the relation of vendor and 
vendee, or, at any rate, that it vested in Williams an equity or right to 
call for a title when he had fulfilled his part of that contract. 

The rule of interpretation laid down with so much emphasis in the 
late case of Puffer v. Lucas, 112 N. C., 377, makes any other conclusion 
impossible, if that decision 1s to stand as an authority to guide us. 

Hence, the relation of Egerton to Williams was not only that of land- 
lord and tenant, but also that of vendor and vendee. 

In McCombs v. Wallace, 66 N. C., 481; McMillan v. Love, 72 N. C., 
18; Parker v. Allen, 84 N. C., 466; Hughes v. Mason, 84 N. C., 472, it 
was decided that section 1766 of The Code has no application to cases 
where the relation of vendor and vendee exists, although for some pur- 
poses the latter may also be a tenant in contemplation of law. Those de- 
cisions are founded upon the idea that if the tenant has an equity in the 
land, that section has no application—that he is not a tenant and his 
vendor is not a landlord within the meaning of that section. 

Now, in Taylor v. Taylor, 112 N. C., 27, we decided that whenever the 
relation of the so-called landlord and tenant was such, by the terms of 
their contract, that, under the rule laid down in the cases cited above 
(which we there referred to), section 1766 had no application to any 
controversy about the possession, neither could section 1754 apply to any 
controversy about the rent. In other words, we distinctly affirm in 
Taylor v. Taylor, supra, that if such a relation existed as would 
prevent the recovery of the land under section 1766, the owner (452) 
or landlord, or vendor—call him what we may—could have no 
statutory lien for “so-called rent” under section 1754. 

Upon careful consideration of these authorities (Taylor v. Taylor, 
Puffer v. Lucas and McCombs v. Wallace, supra), I cannot see how it is 
possible to escape the conclusion that the defendant has no statutory lien 
under section 1754 on the crop in controversy. He neither asserted nor 
attempted to prove any other right to hold it. 

If it be contended that, though the defendant had no right to take and 
hold the crop by virtue of a lien under section 1754, the contract itself 
gave him a right to so take and hold it, the reply is that if he proposed 
to establish a right arising out of that instrument which would be better 
than plaintiffs title, it was incumbent on him to prove not only the exist- 
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ence of this contract, but that it was registered before plaintifi’s mort- 
gages. Between Egerton and Williams the so-called lease was valid 
without registration, but, considered as a lien on the crops of successive 
years in favor of the former, it could have no validity against the plain- 
tiff, who also claimed under Williams, unless it was registered before 
plaintiff’s mortgages. It was the duty of the defendant to prove that 
the contract was registered, if he wished to assert title under it as a lien 
or mortgage. 

The interjection of the relation of landlord and tenant, with its stat- 
utory lien and peculiar legal remedies, into the relation of vendor and 
vendee, is such a blending of inconsistent principles that it is open to the 
objection of Lord Brougham as being “against the science of the law,” 
and will, I greatly fear, lead to much confusion and uncertainty. I 
think it better to adhere to well defined principles. | 

Suzpuerp, C. J. I concur in the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice 
Burwell. 


Cited: Clark v. Hill, 117 N. C., 12; Barrington v. Skinner, vb., 52; 
Jones v. Jones, ib., 257; Ford v. Green, 121 N. C., 73, 74; Mfg. Co. v. 
Gray, tb., 170; Credle v. Ayers, 126 N. C., 15; Hamilton v. Highlands, 
144 N. C., 283; Hauser v. Morrison, 146 N. C., 252; Hicks v. King, 150 
N. C., 871; Hubanks v. Becton, 158 N. C., 938: MeLauriv’. McIntyre, 
167 N. C., 353: Burwell v. Warehouse Co., ” 179 N. C., 80. 


(453) 


ene EDWARDS, ADMINISTRATOR oF T. M. DOBYNS, DECEASED, 
v. H. F. JONES. 


Foreign Record—Certified Copy-—Bvidence—Estoppel by a a of 
Court in Another State. 


-1, The certificate of a clerk of a court of another State as to the record of a 
judgment therein should be, as in this State, in the form prescribed for 
such court, and the certificate of the Judge thereof that the oo s attes- 
tation is in due form is conclusive. 

-2, Full faith and credit should be given to a judgment of a court of another 
State when it appears from the certified record thereof that the court 
had acquired jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-matter, and no 
defense is available against it which might have been set up in the court 
in which the judgment was rendered. | 


Action, tried at Fall ieee 1893, of ALLEGHANY, before Winston, as. 


‘Defendant appealed. 
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The plaintiff alleged that he was the administrator of the estate of 
T. M. Dobyns, late a citizen of the State of Virginia, who died in 1872, 
having made and published his last will and testament, which has been 
duly admitted to probate in that State, and also in this; that one D. W. 
Dobyns was appointed executor of that will, and qualified as such execu- 
tor in the State of Virginia, but was thereafter removed from said 
executorship by the proper court of that State, and one Marshall was 
duly appointed administrator de bonis non cum testamento annexo of 
the estate of T. M. Dobyns; that said administrator become plaintiff in 
the place of the removed executor in a suit then pending in the Circuit 
Court of Carroll County in the State of Virginia, in which the appellant 
was defendant. In that cause process had been duly served on the de- 
fendant, and he had appeared, by counsel, and filed an answer. At 
October Term, 1884, of said Circuit Court a judgment was rendered in 
that suit against the defendant, and to enforce the payment of that judg- 
ment this suit was brought by the plaintiff here, who has been 
duly appointed administrator of that estate in this State, it (454) 
being admitted that the defendant had no property in the State 
of Virginia, and is a citizen here. 

Upon the trial the plaintiff offered in evidence a certified copy of the 
record of the aforesaid judgment, to which the defendant objected “on 
the ground that the judge’s certificate is defective.” The objection was 
overruled, ,and the defendant excepted. 

The defendant offered evidence that tended to show that mistakes were 
made in taking the account in the Virginia suit of the dealings between 
him and T. M. Dobyns, who had been his partner, the object of the said 
suit being to effect a settlement of the partnership accounts. He said 
that he employed counsel, who represented him in that litigation, and 
that he went over the accounts with his lawyer, but did not discover 
then any mistakes, and did not appeal from the judgment rendered 
against him in that cause. He also testified that he had great confidence 
in the executor, and turned over to him his vouchers, but lost confidence 
in him before the suit was brought. On the whole evidence being in, 
the court charged the jury that the Virginia judgment was an estoppel, 
and that plaintiff was entitled to recover upon said judgment the amount 
of the claim, and gave judgment accordingly. The defendant excepted, 
and assigned as error—(1) the admission of the certified copy of the 
record of the Virginia court, and (2) for that, upon-the whole evidence, 
the jury ought to have been permitted to say whether the Virginia judg- 
ment was procured through the fraud of the administrator Marshall, or 
of B. W. Dobyns, and whether the defendant Jones was bound by the 
same, 
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Strong & Strong and A. EH. Holton for plaintiff. 
R. A. Doughton for defendant. 


BurweEtt, J., (after stating the facts). The exception of the 
(455) defendant to the introduction of the copy of the record of the 
judgment of the Cireuit Court of Carroll County, Virginia, upon 
the ground that the certificate of the judge thereon was “defective, in 
that it states that the record is in due form of law, instead of in due 
form according to the law of this State,” cannot be sustained. The at- 
testation of the clerk should be, as here, in the form prescribed for the 
court in which the judgment was rendered, and the certificate of the 
judge that the clerk’s attestation is in due form is conclusive. Black 
Judgments, sec. 878. This record of the judgment of a court of the 
State of Virginia being thus in evidence, and it appearing therefrom 
that the court that rendered that judgment against the defendant had 
properly acquired jurisdiction over the parties and the subject-matter, 
it followed that, as full faith and credit must be given to that judgment 
thus established, no defense against it was open to the defendant, except 
such as would have availed him in the court in which it was rendered, 
except, perhaps, fraud. Black Judgments, sec. 881. And of fraud vi- 
tiating this judgment there was no evidence whatever. It is final and 
conclusive on the merits. Nothing can be set up against it that, with 
proper diligence, might have been interposed in the action in which 
it was rendered. Hence, it was not allowable for the defendant to at- 
tempt to show in this action that he or his attorney in that cause had 
made mistakes or omissions that enhanced the amount of the recovery 
against him there. He was represented there by counsel. The court, 
as we have said, had jurisdiction of him and his cause. What was there 
determined by the judgment then rendered is finally settled. The amount 
there ascertained to be due from him to the estate of T. M. Dobyns 
should be paid by him to the ancillary administrator in this State that 
he may dispose of it according to law. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Rainey v. Hines, 121 N. C., 321. 
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ANDREW FULBRIGHT et at. v. DANIEL YODER Er At, 
Deed—Omission of Words of Inheritance—Intention of Grantor. 


Although words of inheritance are omitted in a deed, yet if the real intention 
of the grantor appear to be to confer a fee, that effect will be given to the 
limitation. 


Action for partition of lands, commenced before the clerk and trans- 
ferred to the Superior Court of Carawsa, and heard before Boykin, J., 
and a jury, at Fall Term, 1893, of said court. 

The issue submitted, with the consent of all parties, was: “Were the 
_words ‘in trust for the sole benefit of the said Z. T. McCaslin, his heirs 
and assigns, forever, in fee simple, omitted from the habendwm clause 
of the deed by tnistake, inadvertence or Nera as alleged in the 
answer ¢” 

The deed in question was as follows: 


“This deed, made 12 October, 1860, between Matthew McCaslin and 
wife, Margaret, of the first part, and J. C. McCaslin, agent of Z. T. Mc- 
Caslin, of the second part, all of the county of Catawba and State of 
North Carolina: | 

“Witnesseth, that the said Matthew McCaslin and wife, for and in 
consideration of one dollar to them in hand paid, and of natural good 
will and affection, hath bargained and sold unto J. C. McCaslin, in trust 
for Z. T. McCaslin, all that tract or parcel of land on Potts creek in 
Catawba County (describing it), containing eighty-three acres—all 
woods, ways, waters and watercourses—unto the said J. C. McCaslin, 
agent, his heirs and assigns, forever. The said M. McCaslin and wife 
hath a right to convey the same, and by these presents doth convey the 
same in fee simple unto J. C. McCaslin, agent. Witness,” etc. (Signed 
by Matthew McCaslin and wife.) 


The deed was duly acknowledged in open court, and recorded, with 
the private examination of the wife. 

His Honor told the jury that the defendant Henry McCaslin 
must, satisfy them by “clear, strong and convincing testimony” (457) 
that the words “in trust for the sole benefit of the said Z. T. Mc- 
Caslin, his heirs and assigns forever, in fee simple,” had been omitted 
from the habendum clause in the deed by mistake, inadvertence or over- 
sight, as alleged in the answer. 

That if he had done so, they should answer the issue “Yes” ; otherwise, 
“No. 3) 
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The jury returned for the verdict “Yes.” Judgment was rendered for 
ithe defendants and the plaintiffs appealed. » 3 


CO. A. Cilley for plaintiffs. 
D. W. Robinson and M. L. McCorkle for defendants. 


Per Curram: The case of Holmes v. Holmes, 86 N. C., 205, 1s similar 
to the one before us, and, according to the principles there laid down, . 
Z. T. McCaslin took an equitable fee, although words of inheritance 
were omitted in the limitation. It is therefore unnecessary to pass upon 
the sufficiency of the evidence offered for the purpose of correcting the 
deed. While it must be admitted that the doctrine of the above-men- 
tioned case is not supported by text-writers or the previous decisions 
of this Court, yet it is believed to be founded upon more equitable princi- 
ples in arriving at the real intention of the grantor. It is also in ac- 
cord with the spirit of recent legislation (The Code, sec. 1280) which 
declares that limitations without the use of the word “heirs” shall be 
construed as limitations in fee, unless a contrary intention plainly ap- 
pears. In view of these considerations we do not. feel inclined to over- 
rule the said decision. Its application to this case, as well perhaps to 
the great majority of others, very clearly gives effect to the true inten- 
tion of the parties. | 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Clark v. Cox, 115 N. C., 96; Helms v. Austin, 116 N. C., 753; 
Allen v. Baskerville, 128 N.C., 127; Smath v. Proctor, 139 N. C., 320. — 


BE. W. STUBBS v. W,. H. MOTZ er at. 
Statute of Limitations—Practrce—Pleading. 


1. The limitation for the commencement of actions prescribed by section 
155 (9) is three years from the discovery of the mistake, and not from 
the date of the mistake. | 

2. Under the present practice, a replication to the plea of the statute of limi- 
tations is necessary only when matter in avoidance is pleaded. 


3. Where, in an action brought to correct a mutual mistake in a settlement 
of accounts, the defendant pleaded the statute of limitations, and it did 
not appear in the complaint that the mistake was discovered more than 
three years before suit brought, the plaintiff should have been permitted 
to prove, if he could, that such discovery was within three years before 
the commencement of the action. 
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4, A plea that a cause of action did not “arise” within the time prescribed 
by the statute for the commencement of an action, while not strictly 
accurate, will be construed under the liberal system of pleading in force 
under section 260 of The Code to mean that it did not “accrue” within 
that time. , 


Action, tried at Spring Term, 1893, of Lincoitn, before Armfield, J., 
and a jury. © | 
The facts are stated in the opinion of Assocute Justice Clark. 


D. W. Robinson for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


Cruarx, J. This action was begun 20 March, 1885, to correct errors 
alleged to have been made by mutual mistake of the parties in a settle- 
ment had between them 27 October, 1881. The defendant pleaded the 
statute of limitations. The plaintiff did not, in his complaint nor by 
replication, aver that the discovery of the mistake was within three years 
next before the eommencement of the action. The court thereupon ex- 
‘eluded evidence offered to prove such fact, and held, upon the 
face of the pleadings, that the action was barred, and instructed (459) 
the jury to find the issue in favor of the defendant. The plaintiff 
excepted, and this is the sole question presented by the appeal. 

The Code, sec. 155 (9), provides a limitation of three years for “an 
action for relief.on the ground of fraud or mistake,” the cause of action 
not to be “deemed to have accrued until the discovery by the aggrieved 
party of the facts constituting such fraud or mistake.” The limitation 
prescribed is not three years from the mistake, but from its discovery. 
When the date of the accruing of the cause of action appears in the 
complaint and the statute of limitations is pleaded, the court can, of 
course, pass judgment, unless matter in avoidance is pleaded as a new 
promise, or the like. It is only in such cases that a replication is now 
required (The Code, sec. 248; Moore v. Garner, 101 N.'C., 874, 377), 
though under the former practice a replication was required whenever 
the statute of limitations was pleaded. Wood Limitations, 16. 

The plea here that the “plaintiff’s cause of action did not accrue with- 
in three years next before the commencement of the action,” devolved 
upon the plaintiff the burden of proving that it did. Moore v. Garner, 
supra. As the date of the discovery of the mistake does not appear in 
the complaint, the plaintiff should have been allowed to prove, if he 
could, that it was within three years before this action was begun. 

We note that the defendant’s plea is not strictly accurate, as he pleads 
that the cause of action “arose’’ more than three years before suit 
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| brought. Under the liberal system of pleading now in force, he has the | 


benefit of meaning that it did not “accrue” within three years. The 
Code, sec. 260. 
New trial. 


Cited: Grady v. Wilson, 115 N. C., 847; Davis v. RB. B., 186 N. C., 
121; Peacock v. Barnes, 142 N. C., 217; Modlin v. R. R., 145 N. C., 227; 
Tuttle v. Tuttle, 146 N. C., 4938; Hwhanks v. Lyman, 170 N. C., 509; 
Taylor v. Edmunds, 176 N. C., 329. 


(460) | 
C. J. ALSTON v. M. F. MORPHEW. 


Execution Sale of Personal Property. 


Personal property, when sold under execution, should be ,present at the sale 
and in the possession of the officer, so that immediate delivery may be 
made to the purchaser. These requirements will be met, however, if the 
property is in plain view or so near that it can be personally inspected 
by all present at the sale who may choose to examine it. 


Appeal at Fall Term, 1893, of McDowe 11, from Boykin, J. 

A jury trial was waived, and the following facts were agreed upon: 

“That on 29 October, 1892, one J. A. McDonald, J. P., in MeDowell 
County, rendered judgment in favor of the defendant in this case (the 
plaintiff in that) against C. J. Alston, the plaintiff in this case, who was 
defendant in that for the sum of $139. On said judgment execution was 
issued and levied by A. L. Finley, a constable for Marion township, 
said county of McDowell, on the piano described in the complaint in this 
action, and, after advertisement, was sold at the courthouse door in the 


town of Marion, North Carolina. That said piano was levied upon in | 


and left in a private room in the ‘Hotel Thomas,’ about two hundred and 
fifty yards from the courthouse door. It was left in charge of an agent 
of the constable, who held the key to said room. That at the time of the 
sale at the courthouse door as aforesaid the piano was in the said room 
where levied on. That when the piano was offered for sale, and during 
the crying of the sale by the officer, he announced the whereabouts of the 
piano and stated that bidders would be given half an hour to examine 
same, and that during the half-hour as many as three persons went and 
examined said piano. That there were about fifty persons at the sale. 
That no actual delivery of the piano was made by the officer to 
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the purchaser at the time of.the sale, but the purchaser obtained (461) 
the same by claim and delivery against the proprietor of the hotel, 
who held the same under a claim of storage eneres from the officer. The 
piano was an upright piano of average size.” 

Upon the facts as agreed, the court was asked to proceed to judgment, 
and judgment was thereupon rendered in favor of the plaintiff for pos- 
session of the piano, and defendant appealed. | 


Locke Cravg for plaintrff. 
Justice & Justice for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The uniform current of decisions in this State, from 
Blount v. Mitchell, 1 N. C., 80, are to the effect that, upon sales by 
sheriffs or constables of personal property under execution, the property 
should be present at the sale and in the possession of the officer, so that | 
immediate delivery may be made to the purchaser. These requirements 
are fulfilled, however, if it is in plain view, or so near that it may be per- 
- sonally inspected by all present at the sale who may choose to examine 
it. The sale “must be conducted in such a manner that every person 
who may come up before the articles are knocked down by the auctioneer 
may see and examine them, so as to enable him to become a bidder if 
he choose. To hold otherwise would be to give some of the persons pres- 
ent an advantage over others, and thus prevent that fair and open eom- 
petition which the law so much desires in sales of this kind.” MeN eely 
v. Hart, 30 N. ©., 492. The reason of the rule is clearly stated in 
Ainsworth v. Greenlee, 7 N. C., 470: “The constable’s authority to sell 
these goods was derived under A fiers facias, the execution of which the 
law requires to be done in such a manner as that by the sale the property 
is most likely to command the highest price in ready money. It 1s evi- 
dent that for this purpose the bidder ought to have an oppor- 
tunity of inspecting the goods and forming an estimate of their (462) 
value, without which it is not to be expected that a fair equivalent 
will be bid. The presence of the goods, too, in the possession of the 
officer, to which possession the levy gives him a right, assures the bidders 
that a delivery will be made to the highest bidder forthwith, and that so 
far the object of the purchase will be attained without litigation.” 

The present case is an apt illustration of the justice of the rule. The 
piano was left in a private room in a hotel, about two hundred and fifty 
yards from the place of sale; there were about fifty persons at the sale; 
an adjournment was had for half an hour in order to give all present 
an opportunity to visit the hotel and examine the piano. As many as | 
three availed.themselves of the invitation. It is alleged in the complaint, 
and not denied in the answer, that the property sold for $32.50, the said 
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sum being a small part of its actual value, although it is denied in the 
answer that the smallness of the sum bid was occasioned by the absence 
from the place of sale of the article sold. And it further appears that 
the purchaser did not obtain possession from the sheriff, but by means of 
a proceeding in claim and delivery. Who can tell that the apprehension 
of trouble in obtaining Bone did not deter persons preren 08 
bidding at the sale? , 
The law, so firmly see by repeated adjudications, is in no way 
weakened by the case of Wormell v. Nason, 83 N. C., 32, where printing 
presses and stands, property of a ponderous nature, and then in actual 
use and operation; conveyed by mortgage, with a general power of sale 
unrestricted as to its place, were sold within fifty yards of the place 
where they were located and in use, the same being accessible to all who 
might wish to inspect them, and the sale was held to pass title, which, 
if impeachable at all, could only be questioned by the mortgagor and 
those claiming under him, in analogy to the rule in execution sales. 


Affirmed. 


Cited: Barbee v. Scoggins, 121 N. C., 148; Phillips v. Hyatt, 167 
N.C., 574; Nance v. King, 178 N. C., 576. 


(463) | 
J. W. WILSON et au. v. LOCKE CRAIG. 


Practice—Attachment for Contempt—Former Adjudication. 


Where a proceeding to attach a party for contempt, because of an alleged 
disobedience of an injunction order, was terminated by a refusal of the 
motion and a dismissal of the rule, the adjudication constitutes a com- 
plete defense against the further prosecution of the matter upon an 
affidavit identically the same as that upon which the first motion was 
based. 


AvERY, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


Morton to attach the defendant for contempt in wilfully disobeying 
a restraining order, heard before Boykin, J., at Fall Term, 1893, of Mc- 
Dowetit. The facts are stated in | the judgment rendered by his Honor, 
which was as follows: 

“On thes = 2 MSOF ates __--, 1898, his Honor Judge J. D. Me- 
Iver issued a rule against the peeiaae Take Craig, made returnable 
to Spring Term, 1893, of Yancey Superior Court, and by consent re- 
moved before the undersigned for hearing and determination at the 
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Fall Term, 1893, of McDowell Superior Court, requiring him to appear 
and show cause why he should not be attached for contempt for disobe- 
dience to a restraining order issued by his Honor Judge Spier Whitaker 
at chambers, in Raleigh, on 1 October, 1891. 

“At the Spring Term, 1892, of the Superior Court of McDowell 
County, his Honor Judge J. F. Graves issued a rule in the same cause 
against the said defendant, requiring him to appear in Burnsville, 
Yancey County, on Friday of the Spring Term, 1892, of the said Su- 
perior Court, and show cause why he should not be adjudged in con- 
tempt of court, for a violation of the said restraining order so issued as 
aforesaid by Judge Whitaker. At the time of issuing said rule, _ 
the affidavit of J. W. Wilson, one ef the plaintiffs, upon which (464) 
the said rule was based, was before the court and considered by 
the judge (his Honor J. E. Graves). On the return day of the rule a 
copy of the same, and the answer filed by the respondent Locke Craig, 
were presented to the judge. The said affidavit of J. W. Wilson, upon 
which the rule issued, was not then before the court. The plaintiff first 
moved before his Honor. Judge Graves to continue the hearing of the 
rule until such time as the said affidavit could be produced. The motion 
was refused. The plaintiff then objected to the hearing of the rule, be- 
cause the judge did not have the power to determine it in the absence 
of the plaintiffs’ affidavit and the original rule. The restraining order 
of his Honor Judge Whitaker was not before the court at the hearing. 
This motion was refused by the court. The plaintiffs noted no exceptions. 
His Honor Judge Graves then proceeded to determine the matter, and 
after argument of counsel, discharged the said rule. The plaintiffs did 
not appeal. | 

MOn tie 2sosday Ol Gera cucnen , 1892, after the order of his Honor 
Judge Graves discharging the rule, a similar rule to the rule discharged 
by his Honor Judge Graves was issued by his, Honor Judge Armfield, 
and on the return day thereof was considered by him, and after argu- 
ment of counsel, was discharged, he being of opinion that plaintiff was 
estopped by the judgment of Judge J. F. Graves, but by reason of the 
failure of counsel to submit a judgment finding the facts and discharging 
the rule, no judgment was, in fact, signed by Judge Armfield. The 
plaintifis noted an appeal from the ruling of his Honor Judge Armfield, 
discharging the rule, but the same was never perfected, because said 
judgment was never signed by him. . 

“Upon the foregoing facts, which are agreed to by the parties, the 
— court is of opinion that the plaintiffs cannot further prosecute 

the rule returnable before the undersigned this day. Wherefore, (465) 
the said rule is discharged.” 


Plaintiffs appealed. 
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T. W. Mason and R. O. Burton for plainteffs. 
 W. J. Peele for defendant. 


Per Curram: It is conceded that the plaintiffs’ affidavit, upon which 
this motion to attach the defendant for contempt is based, because of an 
alleged disobedience of an injunction order of the Superior Court, is 
identical with the affidavit upon which a similar proceeding was prose- 
cuted against the defendant in 1892, before Graves, J. The record shows 
that that proceeding was terminated by the following judgment: “Motion 
to attach defendant for contempt of court. Motion overruled. Rule - 
dismissed.” 

From this judgment there was no. appeal. It, therefore, stands as an 
adjudication in defendant’s favor of the very matter which plaintiffs 
seek again to have considered. The plaintiffs’ affidavit filed in that pro- 
ceeding, the defendant’s answer thereto, and that entry constitute a com- 
plete defense against the plaintiff’s further prosecution of this matter. 
It is an adjudication that the defendant was not guilty of the contempt 
charged against him then and now. If the plaintiffs were, for any cause, 
dissatisfied with that decision, they should have appealed from that 
judgment. 

. No error. 


(466) 
AARON LADD v. L. C. BYRD ET At. 


Action for Possession of Land—Homestead—Sale of Reversion—Right 
of Possession—Adverse Possession—Statute of Lamitations—Burden 


of Proof. 


1. The possession. by a homesteader, or one claiming under him, of land which 
has been sold or held subject to the homestead right, oes not become 
adverse so as to start the running of the statute of limitations until the 
purchaser’s right of action and entry accrues on the termination of the 
exemption. 

2. An action for the possession of land is conclusive as to title only where an 

issue involving title is raised and passed on by the jury; therefore, 

Where land was sold in 1868 under a judgment on an old debt, no home- 

stead being previously allotted, and in an action for possession by the 
purehaser it was decided that the debtor was entitled to a homestead in 
the land, which he had had allotted to him after said sale, and which he 
occupied until he died: Held, (1) that the purchaser was precluded by 
such adjudication from demanding possession until the falling in of the 
exemption, and hence the statute of limitations did not begin to run 
against him until then; (2) that the debtor and those claiming under 
him were estopped from denying, as against the creditor and those claim- 
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ing under him, that they occupied the land in dispute as a homestead, and 
not in their assertion of a title adverse to the creditor, so long as the 
homestead right subsisted. . 
4, Where in an action to recover possession of land a homestead right is 
' shown to have existed, the burden is on the plaintiff to show that it has 
terminated, not only by the death of the homesteader but also by the 
arrival at full age of his youngest child. 


Action to recover land, tried at Spring Term, 1893, of Winxzs, before 
Boykin, J. . 

The plaintiff introduced a certified copy of a judgment of the Su- 
preme Court of North Carolina, rendered at June Term, 1868, in favor 
of one Amos Ladd against Jesse P. Adams and others, on a debt 
contracted before 1860, and an execution in the usual form issued (467) 
thereon, tested January Term, 1868, and returnable to January 
Term, 1869, of said court, under which the land in controversy was 
levied on 2 August, 1868, and sold on 2 January, 1869, by the sheriff of 
Wilkes, as the property of the said Jesse P. Adams; and the plaintiff 
then introduced the sheriff’s deed to him, dated 13 February, 1869, and 
registered 19 April, 1869, reciting the levy and sale under the execu- 

tion, and fully describing the land—the deed being in usual form. It 
was admitted that the levy, sale and sheriff’s deed covered the land in 
controversy. The summons in this case was issued 7 February, 1890. 

The defendant contended that the plaintifi’s right of action was 
barred by the lapse of time, and introduced the following testimony: 

H. C. Douthit testified: “That Jesse Adams lived on the land in con- 
troversy in 1869, after the suit had been brought. Ladd went to Adams 
to demand the land. I was with him. He said to Adams that he de- 
manded possession of the land. Adams said, ‘I’ll not talk to you this 
morning,’ and went back into his house. Ladd said his counsel had 
advised him to demand possession. His wife and daughter were then > 
living with Adams. Adams lived on the land until his death. His son- 
in-law Holdman has lived there since, a part of the time. Ladd has 
never been in possession, only Adams and his heirs.” 

W. 8S. Holdman, witness for the defendant, testified: “I married 
Jesse Adams’s daughter, Martha. Have known Adams for thirty years. 
He lived all this time on the land, and died there in October, 1889. 
Since he died, my wife and I have been in possession, getting the rents 
and profits. Plaintiff has not been in possession at all.” 

The defendants then introduced the summons and complaint in the 
ease of Aaron Ladd against Jesse P. Adams, brought to Spring Term, 
1869, summons dated 30 March, 1869, being an action for the 
recovery of the land in controversy. (468) 
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The plaintiff then, for the purpose of explaining the possession, 
or rebutting the adverse possession, introduced the answer and case 
agreed and judgment of the Supreme Court to show that defendants 
have claimed and held the land as a homestead, and the same had been 
allotted. 

It was admitted that judgment of nonsuit was rendered at Spring 
Term, 1871, in the case of Ladd v. Adams, in accordance with the ruling 
of the court upon the case agreed, and this ruling affirmed at January 
Term, 1872, on appeal to the Supreme Court. 

The plaintiff asked the court to instruct the jury that if Jesse P. 
Adams lived upon the land, and held the same as his homestead, and 
the plaintiff acquired by reason of the ruling of the court in the case of 
Ladd v. Adams, and the prevailing opinion that Adams was entitled to 
his homestead in the land, as against this plaintiff, it would not be such 
an adverse holding as would bar plaintiff’s action. 

His Honor declined to give this instruction, and told the jury that, 
if they believed the testimony, the plaintiff was not entitled to recover. 

There was no evidence as to whether the widow of Jesse Adams was 
dead, or as to whether the children of said Adams are yet minors. 

In deference to this ruling the plaintiff excepted to the refusal of the 
court to give the instructions asked, and to that given, and submmitted 
to a nonsuit and appealed. 


A. HE. Holton and Watson & Buxton for plaantiff. 
No counsel contra. | 


Avery, J. Prior to the passage of the Act of 1870, when the rever- 
sionary interest could still be sold under’ execution, the judgment 
(469) creditor might, at his option, recognize the slate of the debtor 
to a homestead by exposing to sale only such reversionary interest 
without affecting the validity of the sale or in any way impairing the 
right of the purchaser to the possession of the land on the expiration of 
the prescribed period of exemption. Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 91;_ 
Wyche v. Wyche, 85 N. C., 96; Barrett v. hechardson, 76 N. C., "498. 
When made expressly * ‘subject - the homestead,” it was held that the 
sale was valid and “passed the reversionary interest only.” In such 
cases it is clear that those holding under and enjoying the right of ex- 
emption, and their assignees, are in privity with a purchaser whose 
right to possession is postponed by the clemency of the execution creditor, 
and their possession in no event becomes adverse to his claim till his 
right of entry and of action accrues on the termination of the exemp- 
tion. Corpening v. Kincaid, 82 N. C., 202; Lowdermalk v. Corpening 
92 N. C., 8338. The same principle prevails as that which governs in the 
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case of life tenants and remaindermen or reversioners. The statute does 
not run until the new claimant can maintain an action for the possession 
and fails to bring it. Melvin v. Waddell, 75 N. C., 361; Staton v. Mul-_ 
lis, 92 N. C., 623; Avent v. Arrington, 105 N. C., 377. 
- But in the case at bar it seems that the present plaintiff, Ladd, re- 
covered a judgment against one Adams on an old debt, and at a sale 
under execution thereon, on the 2d day of August, 1868, made without 
allotting a homestead to the debtor, became the purchaser and took the 
plaintiff’s deed for the land. When, however, the plaintiff attempted to 
enforce his right by an action for possession, it was decided that Adams, 
the debtor under whom the present defendants claim as heirs-at-law, 
was entitled to a homestead in the land (Ladd v. Adams, 66 N. C., 164), 
and the plaintiff was forced to submit to judgment of nonsult, in ac- 
cordance with the view which then received the sanction of this Court, 
that the homestead provisions of the Constitution operated re- 
troactively. Notwithstanding the fact that the decision of the (470) 
Supreme Court of the United States subsequently rendered led 
to the overruling of that doctrine, Adams, having had his homestead 
previously allotted so as to embrace the whole tract of land in contro- 
versy, continued to occupy it till his death, in 1889, and since his death 
the defendants have held possession, claiming as heirs-at-law of Adams. 
We think that the judgment in the former action is conclusive upon 
both parties to the extent only that the plaintiff (having failed to raise 
the Federal question by appeal to the Supreme Court of the United 
States) was precluded from demanding the possession till the falling in of 
the exemption, while the defendant and those claiming under him were 
estopped from denying as against the plaintiff and those claiming under 
him that they occupied the land in dispute as a homestead and not in 
the assertion of a title adverse to that of the plaintiff, so long as the 
homestead right subsisted. The creditor, though he acquired a good 
title under the sale, has recognized by his inaction the validity of the 
allotment of the homestead, and is in no worse plight than if he had not 
proceeded to sell until Adams died, in 1889. If the sale had not been 
made until that time a good title would have passed, as has been ex- 
pressly held by this Court. Cobb v. Halyburton, 92 N. C., 652. It 
would therefore be strangely inconsistent with the doctrine laid down 
in the cases cited, that the creditor who sold subject to the homestead, 
when not bound to do so, or who calmly awaited, without action, the 
termination of the exemption and thereby recognized its validity, was 
not barred when the right expired, should we hold that another creditor 
who did not sleep upon his rights, but was compelled to acquiesce in the 
ruling of the highest Court of the State, is either concluded by the ad- 
judication that the defendant was entitled to his homestead or is barred | 
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by the lapse of time during the occupancy under the claim of ex- 
(471) emption. The judgment of nonsuit was affirmed solely upon the 
| ground that the homestead was valid—not because the reversion- 
ary interest could not be subjected for the debt. The sale was valid, and 
unquestionably a good title passed to plaintiff by virtue of the sheriff’s- 
deed. Long v. Walker, supra. Actions for possession are conclusive as 
to title only where an issue involving the title is raised and passed upon 
by the jury. Allen v. Sallinger, 108 N. C., 14. Therefore the judgment 
in the former proceeding binds both parties as to the validity of the 
allotment of the homestead to Adams, and no further. Cobb v. Haly- 
burton, supra. Although the ruling of this Court in Ladd v. Adams, 
supra, is admitted now to have been erroneous, those who claim under 
and in privity with Adams will not be heard, after his enjoyment of the 
benefits of the exemption to which the court declared him entitled up 
to the time of his death, to claim all of the advantages of an adverse 
holding during an occupancy which was protected by the courts as law- 
ful only upon the idea that it was not adverse to the claims of creditors. 
But it did not appear as a fact whether the homesteader Adams left sur- 
viving him any minor children or whether he left a widow. The action 
for possession cannot be maintained while one of the children of Adams 
is still a minor. Cobb v. Halyburton, supra. The homestead right hav- 
ing been shown to exist is presumed to continue, and the burden was 
upon the plaintiff to show that it had terminated. The burden is al- 
ways upon the remainderman, whose estate is expectant upon the de- 
termination of a life estate, to show that his right of action had accrued 
by the termination of the particular estate, when‘suit was brought. Lewvs 
vy. Mobley, 20 N. C., 467. The plaintiff must show title good against 
the world, and after it appeared that Adams was entitled to homestead 
and had it allotted to him, and the plaintiff acquiesced in the adjudica- 
tion in his favor, and it appeared that there were children of Adams 

surviving him, it became thereupon incumbent upon the plaintiff 
(472) to prove that the exemption had terminated, or the attainment 

of the age of twenty-one by the youngest of such children. Hold- 
man, a witness, married Martha, a daughter of Jesse Adams (we know 
not when), but since the death of Adams the homesteader, in 1889, said 
Holdman and his wife have been in possession. Another witness had 
testified that in 1889 Adams and his wife and daughter were living with 
him on the land. It.does not appear whether her name was Martha, or 
whether she was a daughter by the same or a different marriage. There 
is no testimony tending to show her to be the same person as Martha, 
who married Holdman and first appears upon the scene as an occupant 
of the land since 1889. If it had appeared that Martha was the only 
surviving child at the death of Adams, we could not, even then, have 
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jumped to the conclusion that she was the same daughter who was with 
her mother in 1869, nor could we conclude, because she was married in 
1889, that she had necessarily attained her majority (on the 7th of 
February, 1890), when this action was brought. The general rule is 
that a party whose right depends upon the death of another must either 
show, by direct proof, that such person is dead, or raise the presumption 
that he is dead by proving that he had not. been heard of in seven years. 
1 Greenleaf Ev., sec. 41. We think, in the same way, that as the burden 
is on a plaintiff who sues, as remainderman, to offer evidence that will 
at least raise a presumption of the death of the life tenant, so one who 
sues for the reversionary interest in a homestead must, when it appears 
that the homesteader has a child or children, offer testimony, not only 
to prove that the homesteader is dead, but that the exemption has termi- 
nated by reason of the age of the child. Besides the evidence in rela- 
tion to Martha, the judge who tried the case below seemed to rest his 
ruling, in part, upon the ground that “there was no evidence whether 
the children of the said Adams are yet minors.” From this statement we 
might reasonably infer that there was evidence of the existence 

of other children besides Martha, though the testimony as to her (4738) 
was sufficient to shift the burden of proof to the plaintiff. We 

see no force in the suggestion of inconvenience likely to arise as to 
families moving out of the State, when we recollect that any person 
not heard of for seven years. 1s presumed to be dead. There can be no 
great hardship in holding a plaintiff to the duty of complying with that 
‘rule. While, therefore, the court erred, if we are to understand his_ 
Honor as holding that the possession of the defendants was adverse 
to the plaintiff, it was not error to instruct the jury that the plaintiff 
could not recover because the action apport to have been prematurely 
brought. 

The judgment is 
Affirmed. 


Cited: Stern v. Lee, 115 N. C., 431, 444; Thomas v. Fulford, 117 
N. C., 689; Oates v. Munday, 197 N. C., “446 Joyner v. Sugg, 182 
N. C., 589, 599. 
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Attachment—J udgment—Garmshee. 


J. An attachment was levied on a debt alleged to be due from A to the de- 
fendant, which the latter averred had been assigned by him to B before 
the levy. B asked to be made a party in order that he might assert his 
right to the debt or fund. The court refused to allow him to interplead 
unless he would give bond for costs, which he failed to do, but took no 
exception to the ruling excluding him as a party. Upon the trial there 
was a verdict for the plaintiff and a judgment thereon for his debt against 
the defendant, and an order condemning the fund in A’s hands to its 
satisfaction. A neither excepted nor appealed: Held, that B’s rights are 
not affected by the judgment, be not being a party to the action, and that 
he has no standing as appellant here; and further, that it does not con- 
cern the defendant, under the circumstances, whether the attached debt 
is applied:as directed or not, that being a matter affecting only the interest 
of A, who has not appealed, and of B, who is | not a party nor bound by _ 
the order. 


2. An affidavit upon which a warrant of attachment has issued, and which 
does not allege that the defendant has property in this State, is not de- 
fective on that account. 


Action for the recovery of money, heard at Fall Term; 1893, | 
(A474) of McDoweE 1, before Boykin, J. : 
A warrant of attachment was issued in aid of the principal 
relief sought by the plaintiffs, and a motion was made by the defendant 
before the clerk to vacate the same. | | 

One W. 8. Dodd claimed the fund attached, and at the hearing of 
the said motion leave was granted by the clerk to the plaintiffs and the 
defendant to file affidavits raising an issue of title to the fund. 

Before the jury were impaneled the plaintiffs moved the court to 
strike out the affidavit raising the issue of title to the fund, for that the 
defendant had not filed the bond provided for in section 381 of The 
Code, and the plaintifis’ counsel stated in open court that he had given 
the claimant Dodd’s attorney full notice that he should -require him to 
file the bond before any issue as to the title should be submitted to the 
jury, and this was not denied. The attorney for the claimant insisted 
that the filing of the affidavit by the plaintiffs was an implied waiver 
of the bond. His Honor offered the claimant the privilege of filing the 
bond, which he refused to do, and thereupon his Honor refused to allow 
the claimant Dodd to be made a party without bond, for the purpose 
of trying a collateral issue of title. No exception was fakon to the ruling 
_of his Honor. Verdict for the plaintiffs. Defendant’s counsel then in- 
sisted upon his appeal from the clerk’s order refusing to dissolve the 
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attachment, and asked that the judge should then hear the appeal. The 
court refused to vacate the warrant of attachment, and rendered judg- 
ment for the plaintifis, The defendant excepted to so much of the judg- 
ment as provides that “the money in the hands of J. G. Neal, trustee, 
belonging to S. R. Adams, be and the same is hereby condemned to be 
paid in satisfaction of the said debt, Interest and cost.” Appeal by de- 
fendant and William 8. Dodd. 


P. J. Sinclair for plaanteffs. | 1 (475) 
Justice & Justice for defendant. | 


Burwett, J. An examination of this record shows very conclusively, 
we think, that neither of the appellants, Adams nor Dodd, has any cause 
to complain of the judgment they ask us to review. 

The defendant, a nonresident, appeared in the action and filed an 
answer denying ie alleged indebtedness to the plaintiffs. The issue 
thus raised was tried, the court having acquired, by his appearance and 
the filing of his answer, jurisdiction of the parties and the subject-mat- 
ter. A verdict was rendered and a judgment was entered in favor of 
the plaintiffs against the defendant for the sum found by the jury to be 
-due from him to them, and to none of this does the defendant object. 

It may be noted here that this is not one of those cases in which the 
jurisdiction of the court is dependent upon the fact that property of the 
nonresident defendant has been seized under process issuing in the ac- 
tion. In those cases, if it appears that the defendant’s property has not 
in fact been levied on and taken, the very foundation of the court’s 
jurisdiction has failed, and any judgment i in the cause is, of course, a 
nullity. The contest here is not about the main action between the 
plaintiffs and the defendant, but solely about the regularity and effect 
of the ancillary procecuing of attachment, which the plaintiffs called to 
their aid. 

The record states that there was an “appeal by defendant and William 
S. Dodd.” The latter had asserted that the debt or fund alleged to be 
due to the defendant, by one Neal, trustee, on which the plaintiffs 
claimed that they had acquired a lien by virtue of the levy of their’ war- 
rant of attachment, was really due to him because of an assignment of 
it to him by the defendant, and he had asked the court to allow him in 
this action to contest with the plaintiffs for the ownership of this 
money or debt. The court refused to allow him so to do. He 
took no exception to that ruling. Thereafter he was out of the (476) 
ease. His rights, if he has any, to this fund, are not affected by the 
judgment, and’ he has no standing as a party to the cause, and none as 
an appellant here. : 
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It may have behooved the debtor Neal, trustee, in whose hands was 
the attached fund or debt, to have it well settled, in the face of the con- _ 
flicting claims of the plaintiffs and of Dodd, to whom he should pay the 
money. But he, for good reasons, no doubt, neither asked for the pro- 
tection of such a judicial determination, nor does he appeal from the 
judgment which we are here called upon to review. 

Thus the defendant Adams is left to be the sole appellant in this 
cause. He alone objects to the judgment and to the ruling of his Honor. 
He insists that the affidavit upon which the warrant of attachment 
was issued was defective, in that it did not allege that.the defendant 
“had property in this State.” The case of Windley v. Broadway, 77 
N. C., 333, sustains him in this, but the inadvertence of the court, in its 
ruling there, is corrected in Branch v. Frank, 81 N. C., 180, where the 
provisions of The Code in this regard are fully and correctly set out. 
The point, therefore, was not well taken. 

The judgment, after declaring that the plaintiffs recover of the de- 
fendant Adams the amount found due by the verdict, provides “that the 
money in the hands of J. J. Neal, trustee, belonging to said S. R. 
Adams, be and the same is hereby condemned to be paid in satisfaction 
of said debt, interest and costs of this action, to be taxed by the clerk.” 
And the exception is to this proviso alone, and comes, as we have said, 
from the defendant Adams alone. Neal, trustee, is content. Now if 
this exception of the defendant is founded upon the hypothesis that this 
fund or debt, because of his transfer of it to Dodd, does not belong to 
him (the defendant); and did not belong to him when the warrant was 

legally levied upon it, then we have, as it seems to us, an ex- 
(477) ception on the nonresident defendant’s part, because another 

man’s property is to be applied to the-satisfaction of his indebt- 
edness to plaintiffs. The rights of the defendant’s transferee, who is 
no party to this judgment, and is not bound pnetehy, may well be left, 
as they must be, to his own care. 

And if the exception is founded upon the hypothesis that this fund 
or debt does still belong to him, in spite of his alleged transfer to Dodd 
(which, the defendant insists, was made by him bona fide and before the 
attachment of plaintiffs’ lien), then it would seem that, after a verdict 
in plaintiffs’ favor, establishing their right to recover, the court having 
jurisdiction by appearance of the defendant, it did not lie in his mouth 
‘to raise objections to the manner in which the officer who was charged 
with the execution of the warrant of attachment had performed his 
duty. He owes the plaintiffs. Upon this theory Neal, trustee, owes 
him. The latter does not complain of the order which directs him to 
apply what he owes to or holds for the defendant to the satisfaction of 
plaintifi’s judgment. It is for him—not the defendant—to be careful 
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that the sheriff’s receipts for this fund shall be a valid acquittance to 
him from all claimants, including the defendant, and as to him the pro- 
vision of The Code, sec. 489, furnishes an easily secured and safe pro- 
tection, independent of any reliance upon the attachment proceedings. 

We purposely omit to express any opinion as to the effect of the al- 
leged levies of the warrants of attachment to create liens in the plain- 
tiffs’ favor on the debt or fraud, for those are matters that may affect 
the rights of the defendant’s transferee, Dodd, and they do not in any 
way concern the rights of the defendant. It would serve no good pur- 
pose to discuss them here. 

Affirmed. 7 


Cited: Foushee v. Owen, 122 N. C., 363. 


(478) 
WESTERN CAROLINA BANK v. NATT ATKINSON er At. 


Pleading—Frivolous Answer—Practice. 


An answer to a complaint in an action on a note cannot be said to be frivolous 
which formally denies that the plaintiff is the owner and holder of the 
note, and thus puts plaintiff to proof of that fact. 


Action, heard before Armfield, J., at August Term, 1893, of Bun- 
COMBE. | 

The complaint was as follows: 

“1, That the plaintiff is a corporation ony deste and organized 
under the laws of North Carolina. 

“2, That heretofore the defendant Natt Atkinson made his promissory 
note, in writing, in words and figures as follows: 


¢ ($1,284. | Asunvintz, N.C., 14 January, 1893. 
“‘Five months after date, without grace, for value received, I promise 
to pay to the order of P. F. Patton twelve hundred and eighty-four dol- 
lars, borrowed money, negotiable and payable at the Western Carolina 
Bank, Asheville, N. C., with interest, after maturity, at the rate of 
eight per cent per annum. Narr ATKINgoNn. 
“Due 14 June, 793.’ 


“And thereby promised to pay to the order of the defendant P. F. 
Patton the said sum of $1,284, as aforesaid, on 14 June, 1893. 
1138—25 | — 351 ; 
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“3. That thereafter the defendant P. F. Patton indorsed the said 


- note and delivered the same so indorsed. 


“4, That thereafter the defendants C. E. Graham and N. A. Rey- 
nolds indorsed the said note and delivered the same so indorsed; and 
thereafter, and before its maturity, the said note lawfully came into the 

hands of the plaintiff, for value, and the said plaintitt is now 
(479) the~holder and owner of the same. 

“5. That at the maturity of said note it was duly presented 
for payment, but was not paid, of all which all the defendants had due 
and sufficient notice. 

“§, That no part of said note has beer paid. 

“Wherefore, the plaintiff demands judgment against the defendants 
for the said sum of $1, 284, with interest thereon from 14 June, 1893, 
and the costs of this action.’ 

The defendants renee Graham and Reynolds filed no answer. 

The defendant P. F. Patton, separately answering the complaint of 
the plaintiff, says: 

“1, That as to the allegations contained in the first paragraph of said 
complaint, he has no knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief, and he therefore denies the same to be true. 

“9, That the allegations contained in the second paragraph thereof 
he admits ta be true. 

“3. In answer to the third paragraph of said complaint, this defend- 
ant says that he admits indorsing the note referred to in the second 
paragraph of said complaint, but denies indorsing the said note to the 
plaintiff Western Carolina Bank. 3 

“4. That as to the allegations contained in the fourth paragraph of 
said complaint, this defendant has no knowledge nor information suffi- 
cient to form a belief; therefore he denies the truth of the same. 

“5. That the allegations set forth in the fifth paragraph of said com- 
plaint are not of this defendant’s knowledge, nor has he sufficient to 
form a belief as to the truth thereof; he therefore denies the same to 
be true. 

“Wherefore, the defendant P. F. Patton prays judgment that he be 
allowed to go without day and recover his costs, to be taxed by the 
clerk.” 

This answer was adjudged to be ieAlous: and judgment was 
(480) rendered against all the defendants, according to the prayer of 

the complaint, and Patton alone appealed. 


Thomas A. Jones for appellant Patton. 
No counsel contra. 
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Burwet1, J. In Hall v. Carter, 83 N. C., 249, it is said that “an 
answer should never be held frivolous, and judgment given in disregard 
of it, unless, as stated in some of the N ew York cases, it be so clearly 
and palpably bad as to require no argument or illustration to show its 
character, or, in other words, such as to be capable of being pronounced 
frivolous or indicative of bad faith in the pleader on bare inspection.” 
It cannot be said that this answer, on bare inspection, indicates bad 
faith in the pleader, for in the fourth paragraph it formally denies that 
the plaintiff is the owner and holder of the note sued on, and thus 
properly put him to proof of that fact, which is essential to his recovery. 
‘True, that fact may be established by the mere production of the note 
on the trial of the issue thus raised (Pugh v. Grant, 86 N. C., 39), but, 
by the rules of evidence under the pleadings in this action, that formal 
act must be done before the defendant is required to rebut the presump- 
tion of ownership which arises from the mere possession of the instru- 
ment. Pugh v. Grant, supra. 

Error. 


| , (481) 
JAMES M. CAMPBELL v. P. F. PATTON ET At. 


Practice—Pleading—Frivolous Answer—Fraud—tInnocent. Purchaser 
of Note Before Maturity. 


1. Although an answer to a complaint in an action on a note does not set out 
the allegations of fraud with that particularity that the rules of pleading 
ordinarily require, yet if it seems intended to raise a serious question of 
fraud it will not be stricken out as frivolous, for, if filed in good faith, 
the defendant is entitled to have the facts alleged in it either admitted 
by demurrer or tried by a jury. 

2. Where the complaint in an action by the indorsee of a ees does not state 
that the plaintiff purchased the note for value and before maturity, an 
answer by the defendant that the execution of the note by him was pro- 
cured by the fraud of the payee puts upon the plaintiff the burden of 

‘proof to establish the fact that he was the purchaser for value, and 
before maturity, and without notice of the alleged fraud. 


Aotron tried at August Term, 1893, of Buncomssz, before Armfield, J. 

The allegations of the epiaela a are as follows: 

“1. That on 10 July, 1890, the defendants P. F. Patton and Natt 
Atkinson executed their three promissory notes in writing for the sum 
of $2,500 each, payable respectively one, two and three years, with in- 
terest from date at the rate of 8 per centum per annum, payable semi- — 
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annually, to the defendant C, E. Graham, and made payable to his 
order. 

“2. That before the eemmonesaien: of this action the defendant C. EK. 
Graham indorsed said notes for full value to the plaintiff. 

“3. That all of said notes are past due, and no part thereof has been 
paid, except the interest to 10 January, 1893. “ 

The answer of the defendant Patton is as follows: 

“1, That the allegations set forth in the first paragraph of the com- 
plaint he admits to be true. 

“). That the allegations contained in paragraph two thereof 
(482) are not of his own knowledge, nor has he information sufficient 
to form a belief in the os thereof, and he therefore denies the 

same to be true. 

“3. That the allegations contained in the third paragraph thereof he 
admits to be true.” | 

For a further defense this defendant says: 

“1, That on or about 10 July, 1890, or just prior thereto, the de- 
fendant Natt Atkinson approached this defendant and represented to 
him that if he, this defendant, would join him, the said Atkinson, in 
purchasing a certain piece of land, situated in the western portion of the 
city of Asheville, belonging to the defendant C. E. Graham, for the 
price of $9,000, he, the said Atkinson, could sell the same for a much 
greater sum; and led this defendant to believe that he had at that time 
arranged for selling the said land at a greatly advanced price, much in 
excess of the said sum of $9,000. 

“2. That, induced by the representations so made by the said At- 
kinson, and having then great confidence in the said Atkinson, this de- 
fendant consented to join the said Atkinson in the purchase of the said 
land for the said sum of $9,000, and the notes, which are the subject of 
this action, were given for the balance of the purchase-money for the 
said land. 

“3 That this defendant is informed and believes that at the time 
the said representations were so made to him by the said Atkinson as 
aforesaid, to the effect that the said Atkinson had already arranged to 
sell the said land, as is set forth in the first paragraph of this further 
defense, the said Atkinson had not obtained a purchaser for said land, 
nor had he arranged to sell the same, as was represented by him, but 
that the said Atkinson was acting as the agent of the said C. E. Graham, 
the owner of the said land; and that they combined to cheat and defraud 

this defendant by inducing him to purchase said land at a price 
(488) far in excess of its true value, to wit, $5,000. 
“4, That by the false and fraudulent repiescniations and in- 
ducements of the said Atkinson and Graham made to this defendant, 
Sot 
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as aforesaid, this defendant was induced to purchase said land and to 
execute said notes. 

“3. That he is willing, ready and able to cancel the deed made to him 
so far as my interest was conveyed to him, and reconvey all interest 
that he may have acquired by reason of said sale to him. 

_ “Wherefore, the defendant P. F. Patton prays judgment that the said 

notes be delivered up and canceled; that the plaintiff take nothing by 
his suit; that he recover his costs, and for such other and further relief 
as under the circumstances of this case the court may deem just.” 

This answer was adjudged to be frivolous, and, the other defendants 
having failed to plead, judgment was granted against all the defendants 
according to the prayer of the complaint, and the defendant Patton 
appealed. 


 Busbee & Busbee for plaintiff. 
Thomas A. Jones for defendant Patton. 


Burwe tt, J. The answer of defendant Patton avers that he was in- 
duced to sign the negotiable promissory notes sued on in this action by 
a fraudulent conspiracy between the payee, C. E. Graham, and his co- 
defendant, Natt Atkinson. The allegations of fraud are apt as definite 
and particular as the rules of pleading would probably require them to 
be made, but the answer certainly contains enough to relieve it from the 
charge of being frivolous. It seems intended to raise a serious question, 
and when that appears the courts will not readily decide such an answer 
to be frivolous. Hrwin v. Lowery, 64 N. C., 321. If it was filed in good 
faith and is not clearly impertinent, the defendant is entitled to have 
the facts alleged in it either admitted by demurrer or tried by a Jury. 
Courts do not encourage the practice of moving for judgment upon the 
answer as being frivolous. Womble v. Fraps, 77 N. C., 198. But 
if we consider the motion for judgment in this action for that (484) 
cause as intended to raise the issue of law that the matters therein 
alleged, if true, could not affect the plaintiff’s right to recover, there was 
error in granting it. For what is therein alleged, if proved, would be 
a good defense to the notes, if they were held by Graham, the payee, 
and, if proved to the satisfaction of the jury on the trial se this cause, 
those facts so established will impose upon the plaintiff, who is the indor- 
see of Graham, the burden of establishing the fact that he is a bona fide 
purchaser for value and without notice of the alleged fraud in the in- 
ception of the notes. Daniel Neg. Inst., sec. 166; Carver v. Myers, 75 
Md., 406 (32 Am. St., 394, and note); Bank v. Burgwyn, 108 N. C., 62. 
If it had been averred in the complaint that the plaintiff had purchased 
the notes for value, and before maturity, and that allegation had been 
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admitted or not properly denied, then it would have been incumbent on 
the defendant to allege and prove, not only a defense good against the 
payee and indorser Graham, but also that the plaintiff indorsee had 
notice of that defense when he purchased them. The plaintiff in his 
complaint (paragraph 2) does not allege that he purchased the notes 
before maturity, but only “before the commencement of this action.” 
His failure to aver a purchase before maturity relieved the defendant of 
the necessity of making the allegation of notice, but, if on the trial, the 
pleadings being unchanged, the plaintiff satisfies the Jury that he did 
purchase the notes for value before maturity, the burden of proof will 
again shift, and it will be incumbent on the defendant to prove that the 
plaintiff had notice of his defense. Bank v. Burgwyn, 110 N. C., 267. 
The second paragraph of the answer, while not strictly according to the 
requirements of The Code, sec. 248, seems to us a sufficient denial of the 
allegations of the second paragraph of the complaint. That denial was 
itself sufficient to make an issue. 
Error. 


Cited: Discount Co. v. Baker, 176 N. C., 547. 


(485) 
STEVENSON & TAYLOR v. THE FIDELITY BANK OF DURHAM. 


Dealings Between Banks—Agency—Collection of Commercial Paper— 
Purchaser for Value. 


Where one bank, as the agent of a customer, sent a draft for collection to 
another bank between which and the former the business arrangement 
was that each should daily remit for the items sent by and collected for 
the other, the collecting bank was not a purchaser for value by reason 
of the fact that it had a balance against the forwarding bank and had 
no right, as against the owner of the paper, to apply the proceeds to the 
eredit of the account.of the forwarding bank, especially when, before the 
paper was collected, the latter bank had failed and suspended business. 


Acrion, heard before Bryan, J., at September Term, 1893, of New 
HANovER, upon an agreed statement of facts, which was substantially as 
follows: 

The plaintiffs, merchants doing business in Wilmington, on 12 June, 
1893, drew a sight draft on W. K. Proctor, of Durham, N. C.,, for 
$200. 20, payable to W. L. Smith, cashier of the Bank of New Hanover, 
at Wilmington, and deposited the same for collection in said bank. The 
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draft was not credited to the plaintiffs on the books of the bank, and was 
not to be so credited until collected. The said bank indorsed the same, 
“for collection, account of Bank of New Hanover, Wilmington, N. C., 
W. L. Smith, cashier,” and forwarded the same to the defendant, the 
Fidelity Bank, of Durham, which received it on 15 June, 1893. The 
drawee ‘ ‘aecepted” the same on that day, and paid it on 19 ‘at 11 o clock 
a.m. The Bank of New Hanover made an assignment at 9 o’clock a.m. 
on 19 June, 1893, of which defendant was not notified until 5 o’clock 
p.m. of that day. 

The defendant credited the Bank of New Hanover with the proceeds 

_ of said draft, and had no notice that the said draft was deposited by - 
the plaintiffs with the Bank of New Hanover for collection only (486) 
and had no knowledge or notice of any fact or circumstance of 
the drawing and deposit of the draft, except what appears from the 
draft itself. The Bank of New Hanover was indebted to the Fidelity 
Bank, the defendant, on 19 June, 1893. The Bank of New Hanover 
and the Fidelity Bank had for some months prior to 1 June, 1893, 
forwarded each to the other drafts and other bills of exchange and ne- 
gotiable papers for collection on account of the bank forwarding such 
papers, and had charged and credited each other with said items, and 
the debtor bank had from time to time remitted balances due the credi- 
tor bank, and kept mutual open and running accounts the one against 
the other. But some time prior to 1 June, 1893, there was a change in 

the arrangement between these banks, and 1t was mutually agreed to 
close the mutual account, and that each bank should remit to the other 
daily the respective items when collected. However, in fact, the Bank 
of New Hanover did not remit daily each item when collected, as ap- 
pears by the appended statement. The Bank of New Hanover, in pay- 
ment of amounts due the Fidelity Bank, tendered said defendant its 
drafts on New York as follows, viz., 12 aaa: $178.90; 14 June, $191.10; 
16 June, $40.17, which were accepted subject to payment, and ‘promptly 
presented for payment, but protested for nonpayment. 

His Honor gave judgment for the plaintiffs, and defendant appealed. 


George Rountree for plaintiffs. 
J. 8. Manning for defendant. 


MacRaz, J. The ingenious argument of defendant’s counsel is based 
entirely upon the assumption that the defendant was a purchaser of 
commercial paper for value and without notice of any equities 
between the original parties thereto, and before maturity. If (487) 
such had been the case, there can be no question that the defend- 
ant would have been entitled to hold the avails to its own use. If the 
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course of dealings between the two banks had continued as it had been 
prior to June, 1891, the forwarding by the one to the other of commer- 
cial paper for collection on account of the bank so forwarding, the charg- 
ing and crediting each other with said items upon a mutual running ac- - 
count, and the remission by the debtor to the creditor bank of balances — 
from time to time, the question would have arisen whether one bank 
became the purchaser, for value of the paper received by it for collection 
by reason of the fact that the balance of account was against the remit- 
ting bank. 

Even if this were the case presented to us, we should be inclined to 
adopt the rulings of the New York Court of Appeals in McBride v. 
Bank, 26 N. Y., 450: “It.is not a purchaser for value by reason of its 
having a balance against the remitting bank, for which-it had refrained 
from drawing, and from having discounted notes for the latter upon its 
indorsements, in reliance upon a course of dealings between the banks 
to collect notes for each other, each keeping an open account of such 
collections, treating all the paper sent for collection as the property of 
the other, and drawing for balances at pleasure”; or ‘that of the Su- 
preme Court of the United States in Bank v. Bank, 6 Howard, 212, 
where the above-stated principle seems to be somewhat modified. In 
substance, the Court say that the receiving bank is not entitled to re- 
tain against the real owners unless credit was given to the transmitting 
bank,. or balances suffered to remain in its hands to be met by the | 
negotiable paper transmitted, or expected to be transmitted, in the 
usual course of dealings between the two banks. See 2 Morse Banking, 
sec. 591, et seg., where the subject is largely discussed. 

If this were an open question it would not affect the case be- 
(488) fore us. By the case agreed it appears that, up to June, 1891, 
there had been such a course of mutual dealings and running ac- 
counts between the two banks as is referred to above, but, some time 
prior to 1 June, 1893, there was a change in the arrangement between 
these banks, and it was mutually agreed to close the mutual accounts 
and that each bank should remit to the other, daily, the respective items, 
when collected. However, in fact, the Bank of New Hanover did not 
remit daily each item when collected, as appears by the appended state- 
ment. And it further appears that, by this change of the course of 
dealings between the banks, although the agreement was not strictly 
complied with by the Bank of New Hanover, the said bank did remit 
to the Fidelity Bank its drafts on New York in payment of the bal- 
anees against the former and in favor of the latter bank, and that the 
draft in question was sent for collection. It was by the dishonor of the 
New York paper sent in payment of balances that the defendant be- 
came the loser. And we are of the opinion that the defendant was act- | 
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ing in the capacity of subagent in the collection of the plaintifi’s draft. 
Bank v. Bank, 148 Mass., 553. Under the arrangement that then ex- 
isted between the two banks, the defendant could in no sense be con- 
sidered a purchaser for value of the draft in question. The defendant 
was the agent of the Bank of New Hanover to collect the draft, and if 
it had authority to credit the said bank with the avails of the collection 
it was only so while the bank was a going concern. But the bank be- 
came insolvent before the agency was completed and the money received, 
so that no authority existed to credit the money on general account. 2 
Morse Banking, sec. 568. 

As we hold that in no event was the defendant a purchaser-of the 
draft, it will not be necessary to follow the argument of counsel upon 
that line. There is 

No error. 


Cited: Boykin v. Bank, 118 N. C., 568. 


. (489) 
LAWRENCE WARD anv Wire v. J. A. SUGG Et AL. 


Usurious Contract—Illegal and Void Contracts—Innocent Purchaser 
Before Maturity—Forfeiture of Usurious Interest. 


1. When a note is declared void by a statute it is void into whosesSoever hands 
it may come; but when the statute merely declares it illegal, the note is 
good in the hands of an innocent holder. 

2. The purpose and effect of section 3886 of The Code, setileh provides that 

-“the taking of a rate of interest greater than is allowed shall be deemed 
a forfeiture of the entire interest,” was to make void, ipso facto, all agree- 
ments for usurious interest; therefore, 

8. A note embracing usurious interest is void, as against the maker, in the 
hands of a purchaser before maturity for value and without notice, to the 
extent to which the contract is usurious. | 

4, The remedy of the innocent holder, as to the interest, is against the payee 
who has indorsed the note to him, and not against the maker who is the 
victim of an oppression denounced by the statute. The law will not lend 
its aid to enforce a contract which is “deemed forfeited” by the very fact 
of making it. If this were otherwise, the protection intended by the 
statute would be delusive and nugatory. 


Apprat from Shuford, J., at March Term, 1893, of Prrt, to enjoin a 
sale threatened to be made under a mortgage, securing, among other 
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notes or bonds, one for $400, described in the pleadings, and to have 
sald note or bond declared usurious and void. 

Upon the pleadings the following issues were submitted to the jury: 

“1, Was the $400 note executed for an amount agreed to be paid over 
and above the debts, and for an usurious charge for the use of the 
money? Answer: Yes. 

“2. Is the defendant Harrington the bona fide owner r of the $400 note, 
due 1 January, 1898, and did he acquire the same before maturity in due 
course of business for value and without notice of any facts impeaching 
its validity? Answer: ‘Yes.’ ” 

Evidence was introduced by both parties tending to show the 

(490) correctness of their allegations, and his Honor charged the jury 

fully upon the matter. There was no exception to the charge 

or to the testimony as admitted. Upon the verdict the plaintiffs moved 

for judgment in their favor, and the defendant moved for judgment for 

the amount of said $400 note, etc. The court refused to give judgment 

for the plaintiffs, and gave judgment in favor of defendant Harrington, 

and the plaintiffs excepted, assigning as error the refusal of. the court 

to give judgment for plaintiffs, and the giving the judgment for defend- 
ants. Plaintiffs appealed. 


James HE. Moore for plaintiffs. 
T. J. Jarvis for defendants. 


Crarx, d. The jury found that the $400 note in suit was wholly given 
for an usurious charge for use of money, and that the present holder 
acquired it before maturity for value and without notice. The ques- 
tion, whether it is valid in his hands is not an open one in this State. 
Such note is held to be void into whatever hands it may pass. Ruffin v. 
Armstrong, 9 N. C., 411; Collier v. Nevill, 14 N. C.. 30. Such was 
also the law in England until it was, in some respects, modified by the 
Act of 58 George ITI, and is still the law in New York and other 
States, except where modified by statute. Randolph on Commercial 
Paper, sec. 525; 8 Parson Con. (5 Ed.), 117; Powell v. Waters. 8 
Cowen 669; Wilkie v. Roosefelt, 3 John Cas., 206; Solomons v. Jones, 
5 Am. Dec., 588; Oneida v. Ontario, 21 N. Y., 495, cited by Smith, C. J., 
in Rountree v. Brinson, 98 N. C., 107; Callanan v. Shaw, 24 Towa, 441. 

When the statute makes a note void it 1s void into whosesoever hands 
it may come, but when the statute merely declares it illegal the note is 
good in the hands of an innocent holder. Glenn v. Bank, 70 N. C., 191, 
206. Hence it was argued strenuously that the authorities above cited 

were good under our former statute, which made the contract 
(491) void, but that the present statute merely makes the contract ille- 
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gal. It does not seem to us. The former statute (Rev. Code, 
ch. 114; Rev. Stat., ch. 117) denounced the contract as void as to the 
whole debt, principal and interest. The present statute (The Code, 
sec. 3836) makes it void, not as to principal, but as to the interest only. 
It provides that “the taking, receiving, reserving or charging a rate of 
interest greater than he is allowed . . . shall be deemed a forfeit- 
ure of the entire interest . . . which has been agreed to be paid,” 


with a further provision that, if such interest has been paid, double the 


amount can be recovered back by the debtor. The only difference be- 
tween the two acts is that formerly the whole note was forfeited and of 
no avail, and now only the stipulation as to the interest is «pso: facto 
deemed forfeited and void. But the pore has already been adjudicated 
by this Court. © 

In two cases this Court—and by most eminent judges—has expressly 
held that the words, “deemed a forfeiture,” in the Act of 1876-7 (now 
The Code, see. 3836) makes void the agreement as to interest. If any 
attention is to be paid to the doctrine of stare decisis, the precedents 
in our own Court do not leave this cpen to debate. 

In Bank v. Lineberger, 88 N. C., 454 (on page 458), Ashe, J., quotes 
this section in full, and says: “The purpose and effect of this statute 
were not only to make void all agreements for usurious interest, but to 
give a right of action to recover back double the amount after it has 
been paid.” Dillard, J.,in Moore v. Woodward, 83 N. C., 531 (on page 
535), says: “They (the notes there sued on) are both wholly for illegal 
interest, if the allegations of the answer be true, and, if so, then the 
sentence of the law is that they are void,” and further says: “The de- 
vice of taking a distinct bond and mortgage for the interest does not 
take the case out of the operation of the statute.” The opinions of such 
judges speaking for a court, constituted as the bench then was, 
are surely entitled to be considered the law in this State until (492) 
changed by legislation. And in Glenn v..Bank, 70 N. C., 191 
(bottom of page 205), Rodman, J., says: “It is admitted law” that 
“notes vitiated by an usurious or gaming consideration cannot be en- 
forced in the most innocent hands, but are always and under all circum- 
stances void.” 

In 1 Daniel Neg. Inst., sec. 198, it is stated that, where the statute 
provides that “in an action brought on a contract for payment of money 
it shall appear that unlawful interest has been taken, the plaintiff shall 
forfeit threefold the amount of the unlawful interest so taken, it was 
held to apply to the innocent indorsee of a note, who received it in due 
course of trade; and, as a general rule, all contracts founded on consider- 
ations which embrace an act which the law prohibits under a penalty are 
void,” citing Kendall v. Robertson, 12 Cush., 156; Woods v. Armstrong, 
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54 Ala., 150. In Kendall v. Robertson, the Massachusetts law had un- 
dergone a change similar to ours, and Shaw, C. J., says: “The former 
law extended the entire forfeiture to any holder of the note, though an 
innocent indorsee. The natural conclusion is, in the absence of express 
words changing the operation of the law, that it was the intention of the 
Legislature to extend such partial forfeiture in like manner, and attach 
it as before to the note, although held by an innocent indorsee without 
notice. In both cases the intention of the Legislature appears to have 
been the same, to suppress a mode of lending regarded as dangerous and 
injurious to society, by attainting the contract, and attaching the penal 
consequence to the contract itself, whenever set up as a proof of a debt.” 
And at last term of this Court (Moore v. Beaman, 112 N. C., 558), it 
is said: “The contract, usury being pleaded, is simply a loan of money, 
which, in law, bore no interest.” 

Our own decisions upon our own statute should govern, even though 

a court of another jurisdiction upon a somewhat similar statute 
(493) had ruled differently. But in fact the case relied on to that effect 
(Oates v. Bank, 100 U. S., 239), merely holds thaf the contract, 
being not void in toto, but only as to the interest, “being legal in part, 
and victous in part, the former will support a contract of a oreacnt e 
But here the note is solely for usury and, being wholly vicious, the case 
cited is authority against its validity in ‘the hands of the assignee. 
The note for the usurious interest being in the hands of an assignee, 
he and not the maker must suffer. The law regards the maker not 
as in part delicto with the payee but as the victim of an oppression which 
the law has denounced and prohibits under penalty. Bank v. Lntterloh, 
81 N. C., 144. If, by passing the note off before maturity and for value, 
the indorsee may recover on it, the statute is useless, as the protection 
intended and the penalty and prohibition are alike rendered nugatory. 
The victim would have no recourse but to suffer in silence. The usury 
would be collected in spite of the law which had declared the “entire 
interest forfeited” ab initio, by the fact of “charging or reserving” it. 
On the other hand, the innocent indorsee has his recourse upon the payee 
who has indorsed the note to him (Daniel on Neg. Inst., sec. 807), a re- 
course which would more surely protect him, being against the party 
who has money to loan, not to borrow. At any rate, the fact that the 
indorsee’s sole remedy, as to the interest, is against the payee and in- 
dorser, not against the maker, will cause such lenders to be more chary 
of shouldering off nee innocent parties the collection of their usurious 
contracts. 

The only case in our Reports that seems to mitigate against the other- 
wise uniform tenor of our decisions on this subject is Coor v. Spicer, 
65 N. C., 401, which held that a mortgage given to secure a usurious 
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bond might be enforced in the had of an innocent purchaser for value. 
The case recognizes the general rule, but takes mortgages out of it upon 
the supposed wording of the statute. Rev. Code, ch. 50, sec. 5 

(now The Code, sec. 1549). Aside from the fact that “this is (494) 
held expressly otherwise in the latter case of Moore v. Woodward, 

83 N. C., 531, an examination of section 1549 will show that Coor v. 
Spicer was a palpable inadvertence. The statute cited (The Code, sec. 
1549) in fact does not purport to protect the innocent holder of a mort- 
gage note which is tainted with usury, but the “purchaser of the estate 
or property” at sale under the mortgage, who buys without notice of the 
usurious taint in the debt secured. it would be a fraud for the mort- 
gagor to stand by and let him purchase without giving him notice, but 
the maker can give no notice usually to the assignee of the note. There 
is a broad distinction which runs through all the cases everywhere be- 
tween contracts upon an illegal consideration as to which, the. parties 
being in part delicto, the courts will aid neither party, but will protect 
the note in the hands of a holder for value without notice, and a contract 
which, in whole or in part, is declared void or forfeited in its inception 
which can acquire no validity by being passed on to other hands. Hen- 
derson v. Shannon, 12 N.C., 147; Glenn v. Bank, supra. As to usurious 
contracts, the law regards the maker, not as in pari delicto, but as acting 
“in chains” (1 Story Eq. Juris., sec. 302), and to permit his contract, 
which is deemed exacted under duress, to come under the general rule 
in favor of innocent holders for value of commercial paper, would be 
to nullify the protecting statute. The recourse of the holder is against 
the payee and indorser, who is more likely by far to be able to respond 
than the maker. 

The statute makes the “taking, receiving, reserving or charging usury, | 
‘when knowingly done,’ i.e., intentionally done, and not by a mere error 
of calculation, a forfeiture (not merely forfeitable) of the entire interest 
which the note carries with it, ‘or which has been agreed to be paid 
thereon.’ ” The note in this case falls exactly within the evil de- 
nounced in the last clause. It is a written promise to pay the (495) 
usury reserved or charged on the note, and such charging or re- 
serving is ipso facto a forfeiture which attaches either by the taking, re- 
ceiving, reserving or charging, as the lawmakers evidently intended to 
prevent and head off all casuistry for which this class of lawbreakers 
have, in all times, been specially noted, and to carry out the legislative 
intent of bona fide protecting the public, not nominally, but in fact, 
from evasions of this law. But if in truth the forfeiture was limited to 
the “knowingly receiving,” the holder of this note certainly knows now, 
and doubtless did before suit brought, that this note was given for 
usury “agreed to be paid,” and his receiving it would, eo instanti, work 
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a forfeiture. Besides, if the maker should have voluntarily paid this 
note, the receiver of such payment knowing it was for usury, the statute 
gives the person, “by whom it was paid, or his legal representative,” an 
action to recover back twice the amount. Cuz bono, then, shall the 
debtor be compelled by law to pay the usurious note, when, instantly, 
he can recover back double the sum of the party to whom he pays it, as 
a punishment for knowingly receiving it. Such multiplicity of actions 
-was not tolerated under the old practice, and certainly will not be under 
‘the present simpler and more practical system of procedure. 

Bank v. Lutterloh, 81 N. C., was decided under the Act of 1866, and, 
‘to cure the defect in that act, the wording of the present statute is made 
explicit and gives the action to recover back. Under the Act of 1866 
‘there was no forfeiture, as now, but simply interest could not be collected. 
‘While the “charging, reserving,” etc., is now a forfeiture of the con- 
tract as to all interest ab initio, the recovery of double the sum paid is 
necessarily from the party to whom it is paid, for the language is “may 
‘recover back” double the sum paid, which can only be from the party 
receiving the money. 

With the policy of the lawmaking power the courts have noth- 
(496) ing to do further than as it may throw light upon the meaning 
of the statute by considering the evil to be remedied. That is thus 
considered by Taylor, C. J., in Ruffin v. Armstrong, 9 N. C., 411, 416: 
“Tt is not less important now than it was then to restrain the power of 
amassing wealth without industry, and to prevent those who possess 
-money from sitting idle and fattening on the toil of others. It is not 
‘less important to prevent those who desire profit from their money 
without hazard from receiving larger gains than those who employ it 
‘in undertakings attended with risk, calculated to encourage industry 
-and to multiply the sources of public prosperity. Nor is it less im- 
-portant to facilitate the means of procuring money on reasonable terms, 
-and thereby to render the lending of it more extensively beneficial.” 

In a matter so capable of oppression as the lending of money, the 
‘Legislature has deemed it wise to regulate the limit of what is a reason- 
able exaction for its use, since all interest is the creation of statute, 
Beaman v. Moore, supra. As to lenders upon a lawful rate of interest, 
-the Legislature has looked upon them with a favorable eye and of late 
-years has raised the limit from six to eight per cent. But there is noth- 
ing in the action of the Legislature, nor in the circumstances of the day, 
which indicates that this is a propitious time to relax the restrictions 
-placed heretofore upon the illegal exactions of those who would use 
‘their money contrary to law, and yet call upon the law to aid them, 
directly or indirectly, to secure their unlawful gains. 

Error. 

364 


~ 


N.C] _ SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


WARD ¥. SUGG. 


7? 


Burwett, J., (dissenting). I cannot agree to the conclusions of the 
‘Court in this appeal, and deem it proper to give the grounds of my dis- 
sent. By the terms of the statute which was in force in this State before 
the Act of 1866, all contracts founded upon an usurious consideration 
were declared to be void, and according to all the authorities, 
promissory notes thus expressly avoided are void in the hands (497) 
of indorsees for value without notice. 

By the Act of 1866 the legal rate was fixed at 6 per cent, with a 
proviso allowing 8 per cent to be charged for money loaned, if the con- 
tract was in writing, and signed by the party to be charged, and it was 
therein enacted that if a greater than the legal rate was charged, the 

*interest should not be recoverable. This law, as was said by Justice 
Dillard, in Bank v. Lutterloh, 81 N. C., 144, introduced a new theory. 
Jt was an expression of the popular will. It did not declare the contract 
void in whole or in part. It did declare that the contract, so far as it 
related to interest, was not enforceable in the courts, that it could not be 
collected by law, ere in effect it enacted that so much of the contract as 
concerned the rate of interest was void, the word “void” being used here 
as itis in Moore v. Woodward, 83 N. C., 531. 

Speaking accurately, the contract for interest in excess of the legal 
rate was made by that act, not void, but ¢llegal. 

This act remained in force until 1875, when the Legislature adopted 
a law which distinctly declared “void” all contracts, both as to principal 
and interest, if a greater than the legal rate was charged. When this 
statute went into effect, what are called usurious contracts, and all notes, 

' bonds, ete., founded on such contracts, were not only illegal, but void. 

At January Term, 1874, of this Court, the case of Glenn v. Bank 
was decided (70 N. C., 191), and Justice Rodman said in his opinion 
filed in that cause: “If the statute declares a security void, it 1s void 
in whosesoever hands it may come. If, however, a negotiable security 
be founded on an illegal consideration (and it is immaterial whether it 
be illegal at common law or by statute), and no statute says it shall be 
void, the security is good in the hands of an innocent holder, or of one 
claiming through such a holder. The case of Hay v. Azling, 16 Ad. & 
Ellis, 423, is a notable illustration of the difference. Gaming securities 
were “declared void by 9 Anne, ch. 14, sec. 1, and it was held that 
they were void in the hands of a bona fae innocent indorsee. The (498) 

act of 5 and 6 William, ch. 41, sec. 1, modified the act of Anne, and 
declared they should be ‘Tegal. The court held that after that act they 
could be recovered on by an innocent holder.” 

It is to be presumed that the Act of 1874-5, enacted as it was one year 
after that announcement of the rule of law, was framed by men ac- 
quainted with the decision, and that it was then provided that all 
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usurious contracts should be void, in order that they might be invalid 
in whosesoever hands they might come. 

In 1876-7 another change was made in the law, and the statute then 
enacted is In force at this time. That act nowhere, in totidem verbis, 
declares void a contract for interest in excess of the legal rate. It 1s to 
be presumed that this enactment was also framed in distinct recognition 
of the rule laid down by the learned Justice in Glenn v. Bank, supra, 
and I think much significance is to be attached to the fact that, with 
this rule thus brought to its attention, the Legislature repealed a law 
which declared all such contracts void, and adopted one which omitted 
to so declare them. And here it may be well to note the often inaccurate, 
or, rather, misleading use of the word “void” in statutes and reports.« 
Parker, 0. J., in Somes v. Brewer, 2 Pick., 183, says of the words 
“void and voidable,” that they “have not always been used with nice 
discrimination. Indeed, in some books there is a great want of pre-, 
cision in the use of them.” And he adds that, for the purposes of the 
case he was considering, “the term ‘void’ will be used to express that 
which is in its very creation wholly without effect, an absolute nullity.” 
In Baucom v. Smith, 66 N. C.,.588, Pearson, C. J., said of the bond 
there in suit, that it “was void in the hands of the obligee for the ille- 
gality of consideration” : ; and then he adds: “Had the bond been as- 

signed before it was due, the assignee for valuable consideration, 
(499) and without notice, could have maintained an action to enforce 

“payment. This is settled. Henderson v. Shannon, 12 N. C., 147.” 
Numerous instances of this use of the word “void” could easily be cited 
from our reports. Justice Reade makes similar use of the word in 
Coor v. Spicer, 65 N. C., 401. What he there says may well be quoted 
here: “Except as otherwise provided by statute, a negotiable instrument 
void as between the original parties, by reason of any illegality in the 
consideration, was nevertheless good in the hands of an indorsee for 
value and without notice.” 
Tf it be said that the effect of the provision of the Act of 1876-77 is 
to make vozd all contracts entered into contrary to its provisions, 1t is 
to be replied that, in the interest of commerce and trade, bona fide pur- 
chasers of commercial paper are favorites of the law of every enlight- 
ened nation, and, at this day at least, it is not allowable to destroy, by an 
inference, negotiable instruments in the hands of such purchasers. The 
rule is, as I understand, that if the maker of a negotiable note contests 
the right of one who has acquired it by indorsement, for value, before 
maturity, and without notice of any defense, to recover of him the 
amount of the note, he must be able to show a statute that, in totidem 
verbis, declares the note to be void, or one that makes the contract illegal, 
and, expressly or by necessary implication, declares that this dWlegality 
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shall avoid the contract and ail securities given in fulfillment of such 
illegal contract, into whosesoever hands they may come, and thus render 
them unforcible in the courts. Story Prom. Notes, sec. 192; Converse 
v. Foster, 32 Vt., 828. In sections 807 and 808 of Daniel Neg. Inst., it 
is said that “in many localities negotiable instruments executed upon 
gaming or usurious considerations are upon the same footing as those 
executed for other illegal considerations—that is, void between the par- 
ties, but valid in the hands of a bona fide holder”; . . . and that 
“where the instrument was executed upon an illegal considera- 

tion, especially if illegal by statute (but not absolutely avoiding (500) 
the instrument), 1t throws upon the holder the burden of proving 

bona fide ownership for value, . . . and in all cases where the 
statute does not declare the instrument void, bona fide ownership for 
value being proven, the holder is entitled to recover.” The reason of this 
rule is well stated in Bank v. Prather, 12 Ohio St. 497, as follows: “The 
cardinal principle of the commercial law which protects commercial 
paper, regular upon its face and negotiated before its maturity, cannot 
be otherwise vindicated; and this is of much more importance than that 
one who has received the benefits of the paper should be compelled to 
perform an engagement which he voluntarily made.” In Converse v. 
Foster, supra, the rule, as I conceive it to be, is thus expressed by 
Poland, J.: “The English statute against usury and gaming not only 
impose a penalty for such illegal acts, but expressly declare that all 
notes, bills, bonds and other securities given for such illegal considera-. 
_ tion shall be utterly void. All the cases that have been cited, and all 
that can be, so far as we know, both English and American, upon this 
subject, turn upon this very distinction and difference between the stat- 
utes. In those cases in which the Legislature has declared that the ille- 
gality of the contract or consideration shall make the security, whether 
bill or note, void, the defendant may insist on such illegality, though the 
plaintiff, or some other party between him and the defendant, took the 
pill or note bona-fide and. gave a valuable consideration for it. But, 
unless it has been so expressly declared by the Legislature, illegality 
of consideration will be no defense in an action at the suit of a bona fide 
holder for value without notice of the illegality.” A recognition of the 
principle thus well expressed may be seen, I think, in the chapters of 
the Revised Code that relate to usury and gaming, and in the Act of 
1874-75, above referred to. 

In Moore v. Woodward, supra, the learned Justice who de: : | 
livered the opinion says: “Under our present statute, while the (501) 
contract is valid as to the principal, a stipulation for usurious 
interest secured by a separate bond and mortgage therefor ought, as be- 
tween the parties at least, on plea of the illegality, to bar the direct col- 
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lection of the same by an action therefor.” In a former part of the 
opinion he had remarked that, under the provision of the Revised Code, 
an usurious contract was void, “in whosesoever hands it might come.” 
His subsequent statement, quoted above, seems to indicate that he thought 
that contracts made in contravention of the provision of the present law, 
which he was discussing, were illegal and were void as between the 
parties, but being only illegal, were not void in whosesoever hands 
they might come—evidently having in mind the rule laid down by Jus- 
tice Rodman in Glenn v. Bank, supra. | 

The Act of 1876-77 (The Code, sec. 3836), which we are construing, 
is, in all essential particulars, copied from the National Banking Act 
(Revised Statutes, sec. 5198). The words are almost identical. The 
forfeitures and penalties are the same. The Supreme Court of the 
United States has held, in Oates v. Bank, 100 U. S., 239, that that act 
“does not declare the contract under which the usurious interest is paid 
to be void,” and it is to be noted that this language is used by that Court 
in drawing a contrast between the act it was construing and the law 
of Maryland, which did declare all usurious contracts void, and there- 
fore not enforceable even in the hands of bona fide indorsees. We there- 
fore have an adjudication of the point under discussion from the high- 
est court. | 

In conclusion, our statute does not expressly make void notes given 
for an usurious consideration. It is not a necessary inference from its 
provisions that the Legislature intended they should be so. I think, 
therefore, that, though the note here in suit is founded upon an legal 
consideration, it is recoverable in the hands of a bona fide holder for 
value and without notice. 


Cited: Bank v. McNair, 116 N. C., 554; Meroney v. Loan Asso., wb., 
889; Smith v. Loan Asso., 119 N. C., 255; Churchill v. Turnage, 122 
N. C., 482; Faison v. Grandy, 126 N. C., 830; S.¢., 128 N. C., 448; 
ee Codie 154 N. C., 517; Elks v. Hemby, 160 N. Ci 2os Ourens 

v. Wright, 161 N. C., 133, 149; Whisnant v. Price, 175 N. c 614: Ector 
v. Osborne, 179 N. C., 674, 


(502) | : | 
G. W. WILLIAMS et ant. v. J. R. JUSTICE ET At. 

While an arbitrator in a submission, under a rule of court, has a limited 
power to make amendments, it does not extend to the making of new 
parties, and when such are made without the consent of all parties the 
award will be set aside. 

BURWELL, J., did not sit on the hearing of this case. 


- B68 


N.C.) SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


LYMAN v. RAMSEUR. 


CreEpIToR’s BILL referred, at Fall Term, 1892, of Haywoon, by consent, 
to W. B. Ferguson, an attorney of the court, as arbitrator. 

The cause was heard at Spring Term, 1898, of said court, before 
Graves, J. Upon the plaintifi’s motion to confirm the award and for 
judgment, the counsel for the defendants resisted the motion upon the 
ground that the arbitrator had no power to make E. P. Hyatt and F. T. 
Hyatt parties, he having objected at the time that it was allowed, and : 
excepted thereto. ? 

His Honor refused the plaintiffs’ motion and set aside the award, 
from which ruling the plaintiffs appealed. 


J. M. Moody for plaintiffs. 
G. S. Ferguson for defendants. 


Per Curtam: While an arbitrator in a submission, under a rule of 
court, has a limited power to make amendments (Morse on Arb. and 
Award, 207), it does not extend to the making of new parties, and when 
such are made the award will be set aside, unless it appears that all 
parties consented. There are several defendants, and it appears that 
their attorney objected to the making of new parties. This, of course, 
must be taken as the objection of all of the defendants, and it is not 
insisted that more than one of them consented. As to this defendant 
(Chapman) he asked the court, in his answer, to hold that there 
was no cause of action stated in the complaint against him, and (503) 
prayed that, if the court held otherwise, the Hyatts should be 
made parties plaintiff. The arbitrator, over the objection of all the — 
defendants, made the new parties upon the ground that the said defend- 
ant Chapman had asked for such an order, but this was not binding 
on the other defendants, and it must follow that his Honor was correct. 
in his ruling. . | 

Affirmed. 


JULIA E. LYMAN er at, v. BH. M. RAMSEUR et at. 
Practice—Case on Appeal—Service. 


1. Where there is no case on appeal settled by the judge, and.it does not 
appear from the record that either the appellant’s “case” or the “counter- 
ease” was served in time, or service thereof admitted, this Court will 
disregard both and affirm the judgment, unless error appears on the face 
‘of the record. If both had been served in time the appellee’s countercase 
would be held as the case on appeal, since the appellant would be deemed 
to have acquiesced therein by not referring it to the judge to settle the 
case. — ee 
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2. Where in a decree of confirmation of sale of land the purchase-money was 
directed to be paid into the clerk’s office, and it was also provided that, 
upon the payment of said sum by the purchaser to the commissioner, the 
latter should execute to the former a good and sufficient deed, it is 
hypercritical to suggest that the purchaser is ordered to pay the Ae 
money twice. 


Morton, made at March Term, 1893, of Buncomss, before Graves, 
J., to confirm the sale of the lands described in the pleadings, made by 
D. C. Waddell, as commissioner, who reported the purchase by W. M. 
Cocke, Jr., at $3, 000. 

The gle was confirmed and judgment rendered for $3,000 against 
Cocke, who, among other exceptions filed to the judgment thereon, ob- 
jected as follows : | 

“3, For that the judgment contains inconsistent and repug- 
(504) nant provisions, to wit, said Cocke is required by it to pay into 
the office of the clerk of the Superior Court by 15 April, 1893, 
the sum of $3,000, to be applied as by the Judgment directed; and it 
it further adjudged that upon the payment to D. C. Waddell, commis- 
sioner, by William M. Cocke, Jr., the sum bid by him at said sale, to 
wit, the sum of $3,000, that the said D. C. Waddell, commissioner, shall 
execute and deliver to the said William M. Cocke, Jr., a good and sufh- 
cient deed of conveyance for the land so purchased by him at the said sale, 
and the said D. C. Waddell, commissioner, is hereby authorized and. em- 
powered so to do. 

“Said Cocke cannot know how to obey these two inconsistent pro- 
visions of said judgment, unless he pays the sum of $6,000, $3,000 into 
the office of the clerk and $3,000 to D. C. Waddell, commissioner.” 

There was no demand for a judgment of $6,000 against said Cocke, 
and nothing in the report of the commissioner or in the record to war- _ 
rant such judgment. 

The facts with reference to the appeal are inte in the opinion of 
Associate Sustice Clark. | 


Thomas A. Jones for plaintiff. 
F. I. Osborne and Batchelor & Devereux for defendants. - 


Crarx, J. There is no-case settled by the judge. There is before us 
simply the “case on appeal,” prepared by appellant, and the “counter- 
case” of the appellee. If it appeared that these had been served, or 
that service had been accepted within the time allowed by statute, the 
appellee’s countercase would be held the case on appeal, since the ap- 
-pellant acquiesced in the same by not referring it to the judge to settle — 
the case. Owens v. Phelps, 92 N. C., 231; Jones v. Call, 93 N. C., 170. 
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But it does not appear from the record that either case on appeal 
was served in time, and hence the court must disregard both, (505) 
unless such service in time is admitted. Cummings v. Huffman, 
ante, 267. As this is not admitted the judgment below must be affirmed, 
unless there is-error upon the face of the record proper and the argu- 
ment here was restricted to that point. COlark’s Code (2 Ed.) 580, and 
cases there cited. | | | 

The only error upon the face of the record which is su ggested on the 
argument, or which appears to us by inspection, is that there is a pos- 
sible ambiguity or inconsistency in directing the $3,000 purchase-money 
to be paid into the clerk’s office, and also directing that upon the pay- 
ment of said sum by the purchaser to the commissioner, he shall execute 
to the purchaser a good and sufficient conveyance. It seems to us that 
the exception is hypercritical. There is but one $3,000 that is claimed. 
That was directed to be paid by the date mentioned in the judgment, 
and thereupon the commissioner was directed to convey the title. 

No error. 


Cited: Rosenthal v. Roberson, 114 N. C., 596; Forte v. Boone, 1b., 
177; McNeill v. R. R., 117 N. C., 644; Roberts ». Partridge, 118 N. C., 
356. 


WILLIAM REDMOND zt At. v. J. A. MULLENAX, 


Practice—Issues for the Jury—Discretion of Trial Judge—Defective 
Process, Amendment of —Blank Summons—Grant—Surveyor’s Plat 
| —Hvidence—Exceptions to Charge. 


1. The trial judge has power in the exercise of a sound discretion to settle 
the issues for the jury, and such exercise is not reviewable in this Court, 
unless the record shows that the form of the issues was such as to pre- 

_ clude the complaining party from having presented to the jury some view 
of the law arising out of the evidence. 

2, Although a summons be informal in some respects, or even ‘defective in 
failing to contain everything requisite under the statute, yet if it bears 
internal evidence of its official origin and of the purpose for which it 
was issued, its informality and defects may be cured by amendment; but 
where it is not signed or does not bear a seal or otherwise show its official 
character, it is nothing more than a blank, and a judge has no authority 
to permit to be amended. 

8. The original plat of the survey required to be attached to a grant of land, 
when issued by the State, is made a part of the grant for the purpose of 


3871 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [113 


REDMOND v. MULLEN AX, 


indicating the shape and location of the boundary, and is evidence, though 
not conclusive, to be submitted to the jury as to the true shape and loca- 
tion of the land. 


4, Only assignments of error made Bio and founded upon exceptions sub- 
mitted in apt time will be considered in this Court. 


(506)  Acrron to recover land, tried before McIver, J., and a jury, at 
Spring Term, 1893, of Hunpersoy. 

The plaintiffs claimed title under a grant from the State of North 
Carolina to one Tench Cox, dated 25 June, 1796, and mesne conveyances 
down to themselves. 

The first call in the Tench Cox grant was: “Beginning at a poplar 
in the South Carolina boundary line, and runs north,” etc. It was ad- 
mitted that the poplar was the beginning corner. The last call but one 
was: “Thence south 106 chains to a stake in the South Carolina line.” 
The aes call: “Thence east with the South Carolina line to the be- — 
ginning.” 

The defendant Snel title under a grant from the State to one 
Kuykendall, dated 2 February, 1882, and thence by mesne conveyances 
to himself, 

The grant recited that the money to secure the same was paid into 
the State Treasury on 81 December, 1881. 

The plaintiffs claimed that their southern boundary line was a direct 
line from the terminus of the last eall but one, “south 106 chains to the 
beginning,” which would include the land in controversy. 

The defendant claimed that plaintifi’s southern boundary line was 
a line running due east from a point on the line of 106 chains to the 
poplar, the beginning corner of the Cox grant, which would not include 
the land in controversy; that even if plaintiffs’ contention as to boundary 
was correct, he had been in possession of said land under color of title 

for more than seven years prior to the commencement of this 
(507) action. 
The plaintiffs tendered the following issues: 

“Are the plaintifis the owners of and entitled to the possession of the 
land described in the complaint ?” 

“Where is the southern boundary of the plaintiff’s grant, as described 
on the plat?” 

“Has defendant had such possession of the land by him as to ripen 
his color of title into a perfect title?” 

“Ts defendant in the wrongful possession of any part of plaintiffs’ 
land ?” 

“What damages are plaintifis entitled to recover ?” 

The court submitted the following issues: 
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“1, Are the plaintiffs the owners and entitled to the possession of the 
land in controversy?’ Answer: “No.” 

“9. Is the defendant in the unlawful possession of any part of said 
land?” Answer: “No.” 

“3. What damages are plaintiffs entitled to recover?” Answer: 
“None.” | 

The plaintiffs excepted to the issues submitted. 

The plaintiffs introduced in evidence certain Acts of the Legislature 
of North Carolina from 1803 to 1814, for the purpose of showing that 
the South Carolina line was not established, as contended, at the time 
of the issuing of the Cox grant in 1796. There was evidence tending 
~ to show that the land in controversy was west of the termination of the 
line of 1772. There was also evidence tending to show that the South 
Carolina line, as it was understood to exist at the time of issuing of 
plaintiffs’ grant (Cox grant), was a line west from the poplar, to and 
beyond the line in plaintiffs’ grant, and deeds running south 106 chains, 
being next to the last call in said grant. 

The plaintiffs requested numerous special instructions to the jury, 
all of which were given by the court, except the following: 

“Tf the plaintiffs on 15 January, 1889, applied to the clerk for 
a summons, and filed his prosecution bond, and the clerk issued (508) 
the summons, even without signing the same, and docketed the 
case in January, 1889, as shown by the record, this action of the plain- 
tiffs would be sufficient to arrest the running of the statute.” 

This was refused by the court, because there was no evidence in sup- 
port of the prayer asked, the evidence being that a blank summons was 
taken from the office of the clerk by Mr. Justice, agent for the plain- 
tiff, which was taken to the office of Mr. Smith, one of the attorneys for 
the plaintiff, who filled out the summons and bond in his office; that 
the summons was never, in fact, issued or served. Plaintiffs excepted. 

The clerk stated that he did not know when the entry on his dicket, 
“Tssned 15 January, 1889,” was made; that his custom was to make 
such entry when the summons issued. There was evidence that defend- 
ant left the State and went to South Carolina 16 January for the pur- 
pose, as he testified, of putting up tombstones to his child’s grave; that 
he knew nothing about the suit until after his return. 

The defendant asked the court to submit to the jury sundry special in- 
structions, all of which were refused, except the following: 

“The original plat in doubtful questions of boundary is evidence of 
the true shape of the land, and of the intent of the contracting parties 
as to the location of the lines, and such intent in such cases determines 
the true location.” Plaintiffs excepted. 

The defendant testified that he went into the possession of the land 
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in controversy on 8 January, 1879, and had been in the open and con- 
tinuous possession since said time. There was no evidence to the con- 
trary. 

After the evidence was all in, the plaintiff moved that the clerk be 

allowed to sign the summons of 15 January, 1889, which motion 
(509) was refused, upon the ground that the court had no authority to 
allow the same, it not being an amendment to the process. 

Upon the question of location the court charged the jury that the rule 
is, if the beginning is admitted, or proved, and only courses and dis- 
tances are given, the lines must be run by the course and distance, but 
if in addition to course and distance natural objects, marked trees, or 
lines of other tracts, are called for, these, when shown, will control, but 
if none such can be found then course and distance must control in fix- 
ing the boundary line or lines. 

“Applying this rule you are instructed that if you find from the evi- 
dence that the last course of the Cox grant but one is the chestnut (144 
on plat), the course and distance from that point south 106 chains to a 
stake in the South Carolina line will be controlled by that line as it 
was recognized and existed in 1776, if found; but if not found course 
and distance south 106 chains must control, and the southern boundary 
of the plaintiffs’ land will be a direct line from that point to the begin-. 
ning at the poplar, regardless of course and distance. If you find from 
the evidence and the instructions given that the Cox grant includes the 
land in controversy, you will respond ‘Yes’.to the first issue, unless you 
shall find the defendant has been in the continuous adverse possession 
for seven years under color of title before the commencement of this 
action, and if you so find, you will respond ‘No’ to the first issue. You 
are also instructed that this action commenced on 15 May, 1889, and 
defendant’s color of title began 2 February, 1882.” 

Verdict and judgment for the defendant, and plaintiffs apnea. 


Justice & Justice for plaintiffs. 
TT. R. Rickman and 8S. V. Pickens for defendant. 


(510) = Avery, J. The court submitted the three issues usually adopted 
in actions for possession of Jand, and there was no error in the 
refusal to allow the jury to pass upon the more specifie inquiries sug- 
gested by the plaintiffs. The court settled the issues in the exercise of 
a sound discretion, which, in that case, would be reviewable here only 
on condition that the party complaiming could show from the record 
that the form of the issues was such as to preclude him from. having 
presented to the j Beh ‘some view of the law arising out of the evidence. 

Denmark v. R. R , 107 N. C., 185; Boyer v. Teague, 106 N. O., 576; 
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Emery v. R. R., 102 N. C., 209; Bonds v. Smith, 106 N. C., 5538. He 
has not attempted to show that he was deprived, by the ruling excepted 
to, of the opportunity to enlighten the jury upon the law applicable to 
the facts, and it is difficult to conceive how he could have done so. “An 
action is commenced as-to each defendant when the summons is issued 
against him.” The Code, sec. 161. Though the paper purporting to be 
a summons may be informal in some respects, or even defective in fail- 
ing to contain all that, according to the requirements of the statute, 
should appear in it, its informality and defects may be cured by amend- 
ment if there is evidence upon its face that it has emanated from the 
proper office and was intended to bring the defendants into court to 
answer a complaint of the plaintiff. Aenderson v. Graham, 84 N. C., 
496; Jackson v. McLain, 90 N. C., 64. If the paper bear internal evi- 
dence of its official origin, and of the purpose for which it was issued, 
it comes within the definition of original process, and the broad dis- 
eretion with which judges are clothed by section 273 of The Code may 
be freely exercised, subject only to the restriction that the alteration 
shall not disturb or impair any intervening rights of third parties. 
Cheatham v. Cruise, 81 N. C., 343; Thomas v. Womack, 64 N. C., 
657. But, unless there is something upon the face of the paper which 
stamps upon it unmistakably an official character, it is not a de- 
fective summons, but no summons at all—no more than one of (511) 
the usual printed blanks kept by the clerks of the courts. The 

seal of the court is evidence throughout the State of the fact that a 
paper to which it is attached emanates from the tribunal to which it be- 
longs, and though the clerk’s signature is the preseribed evidence of 
genuineness as to all process to be served in the county in which his - 
court is held, yet, if he issue to such county a summons in the usual 
form, attested by his official seal, but not subscribed, and containing his 
name only as printed in the body of the paper, the court has the power, 
after the defendant has entered an appearance, to amend by allowing the 
clerk to sign his name. Henderson v. Graham, supra. On the other 
hand, where a summons was issued to an adjacent county, signed by the 
clerk of the Superior Court, but not attested by the seal, and served upon 
the defendant, it was held that, after an appearance by virtue of such 
service, the court might, in its discretion, allow the seal to be attached, 
as it could also to final process upon which property had been sold in 
another county, and after it had been returned by the officer who sold. 
Clark v. Hellen, 23 N. C., 421; Seawell v. Bank, 14 N. C., 279; Purcell 
v. McFarland, 23 N. C., 34. The cases cited mark the extreme limit to 
which this Court has gone in recognizing as valid and perfecting by 
amendment defective process. We cannot extend the discretion of the 
court so as : possibly to include a case where counsel obtains from the 
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clerk a form of summons, fills the blank in the body of it, and, after 
procuring the signatures of sureties on the undertaking indorsed thereon, 
places it in the hands of the sheriff without giving to the clerk the op- 
portunity to pass upon the sufficiency of the security for costs, as the 
statute (The Code, sec. 211) requires him to do. The issuance of the 
summons in such a case is the act of the attorney—not of the clerk— 
and the paper is void as process and incurable by amendment. Shep- 

pard v. Lane, 13 N. C., 148. Even between the parties, we cannot, 
(512) by amendment, give such a paper relation back to the time Shon 

as an unsigned and unattested summons, it issued. The seal, 
though not required, or the signature, though not imparting authen- 
ticity in the county to which the summons issues, is evidence of the 
fact that the clerk has approved the prosecution bond or permitted the 
issuance on a proper affidavit; and when the defendant waives the in- 
formality or irregularity by appearing, the curative power of amend- 
ment may be invoked, but not when there is nothing upon the face of the 
paper to give assurance that it received the sanction of the clerk before 
it was delivered to the sheriff to be served. There was no error in the 
ruling of the judge that he had no authority to amend the summons. 
Here, however, the appearance was entered after the service of a second 
summons of later date and in proper form. 

The surveyor is required by the statute (The Code, sec. 2769), upon 
receiving the entry and surveying its boundaries, to make two fair plats, 
one of which is to be attached to the grant whew issued, and the other 
filed in the office of the Secretary of State. The original plat is thus 
made a part of the grant for the purpo8 of indicating the shape and 
‘ location of the boundary, and is, of course, evidence, though not con- 
clusive, to be submitted to the jury as to the true shape and location 
of the land. Even field notes of the original survey of the boundary line 
between North Carolina and Tennessee when properly identified, were 
declared admissible as tending to show the location of that line, when 
called for in a grant. Dugger v. McKesson, 100 N. C., 9. 

Upon examining the record it does not appear that the plaintiffs ex- 
cepted to the charge of the court on the question of the location of the 
boundary lines, on the ground that it was not sufficiently specific. The 
abstract propositions set forth in the record are correct statements of 
the general principles applicable in such cases, and in the absence of 
such exception, it does not appear that the charge did not embody more 

definite instructions directed to the facts in this case. The 
(513) statement of the case on appeal does not purport to set forth the 
charge in full. We can only consider assignments of error made 
below and founded upon exceptions submitted in apt time. There is 
No error. 
O16 
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Cited: Piercy v. Watson, 118 N. C., 978; McBryde v. Welborn, 119 
N. C., 510; Higdon v. Rice, tb., 681; McNeely v. Laxton, 149 N. C., 
334 ; Tapnbor Co. v. Hutton, 152 N. 0, 541, Gunter v. Mfg. Co., 166 
N. C., 167; Petree v. Savage, 121 N. C., "439; Ing. Co. v. Wooten Mills, 
172 N. C., 5386; Miller v. Mateer, ib., 403; Drennan v. Wilkes, 179 


N. O., 813. 


R. B. LENOIR er av, vy. VALLEY RIVER MINING COMPANY Et AL. 


Ejectment—T enants in Common—Written Agreement—Registration— 
Adverse Possesstvon. 


1. An instrument which is neither a conveyance of land nor a contract to 
convey, nor lease of land, but only an agreement for a division of the pro- 
ceeds of sales thereafter to be made of land, and authority to one to take 
entire control and management of sales of land for the parties, is not 
required to be registered by the act of 1885 (ch. 147), and an objection 
to its admissibility as evidence on the ground that it was registered after 
the time prescribed by the said act of 1885 is untenable. 

2. A party in possession of land as tenant in common with another cannot 
acquire title as to the interest of the other tenant in common by seven 
years adverse possession with color of title, since it requires twenty years 
of such possession to amount to an ouster of the cotenant. And it makes 
no difference whether the defendant in an action to recover possession of 
land is a rightful cotenant or not, for the plaintiff must show title against 
the world. 

3. A tenant in common is not estopped by declarations of a cotenant against 
his interest without evidence of any authority of the cotenant to bind him. 

4, Where plaintiffs, in an action to recover land, failed to establish title to the 
whole tract, but only showed that they were the owners of two-thirds, and 
did not show who was the owner of the one-third claimed by the defend- 
ant, so as to entitle them to a judgment in behalf of their cotenant if 
he should be some one other than defendant, the plaintiffs were entitled 
only to judgment for a two-thirds undivided interest in the land. 


Avery, J., did not sit on the hearing of this appeal. 


Action for the recovery of land, tried before Hoke, J., and a (514) 
jury, at Spring Term, 1892, of CuzRoKEzE. 
Plaintiff appealed. The case is sufficiently stated in the opinion. 


W. W. Jones and T. F. Davidson for plaintrffs. 
Hdward McCrady and J. W. Cooper for defendants. 


MaoRaz, J. This case was here on appeal, and was held over for 
reargument at September Term, 1889 (104 N. C., 490). And at Febru- 
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ary Term, 1890, a new trial was granted, on the ground that his Honor 
had improperly excluded evidence offered by defendant tending to show 
color of title to an undivided one-third of the land in controversy, and 
possession thereunder for seven years. It comes up now upon the plain- 
tiffs’ appeal from a judgment that the plaintiffs are owners of only an 
undivided two-thirds of said land, and that they be let into possession 
of the same with the defendant, and that the plaintiffs pay costs. 

On account, we presume, of delay in making up the case on appeal 
and the loss of the judge’s notes, we regret to say that the interesting 
questions discussed on the argument are not very clearly presented 
in the case. According. to the pleadings, the plaintiffs, about forty in. 
number, aver that they are the owners and entitled to the possession 
of the land described in the complaint, and that defendant Jordan is in 
the wrongful possession thereof, and withholds the same from plaintiffs. 

The defendant, the mining company, in answer, admits that defendant 
Jordan is in possession of said land as tenant of said mining company, 
but avers that his possession is not adverse to the plaintifis. 

It avers that plaintiffs are the owners of an undivided share 
(515) or part of said land, and that it, the said mining company, is the 
owner of an undivided one-third of ‘the same, and that 1{ was in 
possession as owner of said undivided interest for years before the plain- 
tiffs acquired title to the other part thereof, and that for seventeen years 
there has been a joint possession of said land by plaintiffs and defendant, 
as tenants in common, and that defendant’s possession has been in no way 
exclusive of plaintiffs’. It alleges further, in substance, that the plain- 
tiffs, who had always admitted and rosognired defendant’s title to the 
undivided one-third of said land, have purchased a pretended title to 
the whole tract, and have taken a deed for the same to plaintiffs. The 
defendant demands judgment that it is entitled to sixteen forty-eights 
or one undivided third part of the premises described in the complaint, 
and to the joint possession of the same as cotenant with plaintiffs, and to 
the benefit of any deed or deeds, quitclaims, release or releases of any 
outstanding claims against said property, which may have been made 
to the plaintiffs or to any one or more of them since their cotenancy with 
this defendant. 3 

' The issues submitted by his Honor were— 

“1, Are the plaintiffs the owners of the land sued for?” 

“9 Are the defendants in the wrongful possession of such land?” 

The plaintiffs offered in evidence— 

“1, A grant from the State to S. W. Hyatt for the land in controversy, 
dated 20 May, 1853. 

“9 A deed from R. H. Hyatt, the only heir-at-law, and Nancy A. 
Hyatt, the widow of S. W. Hyatt, to B. Y. McAden, 15 March, 1873, 
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by which they ‘bargained, sold, transferred and quitclaimed unto the 
said Bartlett Y. MeAden all their interest, right, claim and demand of 
and into’ the land described in the complaint.” 

“3, A deed of the same character from B. Y. McAden to J. T. | | 
. Lenoir, William Lenoir, Dr. B. B. Lenoir and Israel P. Lenoir, (516) 
14 April, 1873.” 

“And the plaintiffs then introduced evidence to show that they had 
been in the actual occupation of the land in controversy, claiming the 
same adversely against the world since 14 April, 1873.” 

The defendant offered in evidence two deeds, by which it was made 
to appear that long prior to the execution of the deed from the widow 
and heir of S. W. Hyatt, the said S. W. Hyatt had conveyed to one A. J. 
Patton an undivided one-third of said land, on 6 June, 1855, and that 
in September, 1856, the coroner of Cherokee County had sold and 
conveyed under execution against said S. W. Hyatt, who was himself 
sheriff of Cherokee County, all of his interest in said land to A. J. 
Patton, and that in December, 1857, the sheriff of Cherokee, H. H. 
Davidson, had again sold and conveyed all the interest of said Hyatt in 
said land to Drury Weeks and John A. Robinson, thus showing that said 
-heir-at-law and widow had no interest in said Jand at the time of the 
execution of their deed to McAden. 

The defendant then offered in evidence many deeds ahowing convey- 
ances through different parties and in different moieties from said Pat- 
ton, Weeks and Robinson to the above-named Lenoirs. The connection 
of the other plaintiffs of record with the controversy 1s nowhere made 
to appear. We presume they are the heirs-at-law of the said Lenoirs. 
The defendant offered in support of its own title to an undivided third 
of said land a deed from W. N. Bilbo to the Valley River Mining Com- 
pany, the defendant, purporting to convey said interest, dated 6 Janu- 
ary, 1867, 

The defendant then offered in evidence an 1 agreement, dated 28 Janu- 
ary, 1863, between W. N. Bilbo, A. O. Lyon and Drury Weeks, which was 
objected to by plaintiffs, “for the reason that the same had been regis- 
tered after the time allowed by law,” which objection was over- 
ruled by his Honor and plaintiffs excepted. The reason given (517) 
by his Honor for overruling the objection is, “the defendants, | 
according to the evidence, being tenants in common, and no interfering 
interest having arisen.’ 

We do not clearly apprehend the reasons above stated, but on ex- 
amination of laws 1885, ch. 147, and of the “agreement”’ obj ected to, we 
hold that the instrument was neither a conveyance of land, nor contract 
to convey, nor lease of land, which by the terms of the aforesaid act, 
was required to be registered before 1 January, 1886. It is an agree- 
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ment between the parties for a division of the proceeds of sales there- 
after to be made, and an authority or power to said Bilbo to take en- 
tire control and management of certain sales of lands and minerals for 
the parties. It is long and very obscurely expressed, and not necessary 
‘to be set forth in this opinion. 

Two paper-writings attached to the above agreement, and described 
as receipts, were also offered in evidence by defendant, and objected to 
‘by plaintiffs upon the same ground as that of the abiecuon to the said 
agreement; but we are of the opinion that they were not such instru- 
ments as were required by Laws 1885 to be registered. 

Besides, the said agreement, with the two indorsements thereon, was 
not offered as a deed of conveyance constituting a link in defendant’s 
chain of title to one-third of said land but as a declaration of said Patton, 
Weeks-and Robinson to the effect that they were cotenants of said land. 
Such declarations might have been competent for the purpose of work- 
ing an estoppel upon the persons making said declarations while in pos- 
session, and upon their privies; and it was the contention of detendant 
that plaintiffs derived their title to two-thirds of said land through Pat- 
ton, and were bound by the said declarations; but in the view which we 
take of the case, as will be seen hereafter, we think they were immaterial 
and had ‘no effect upon the event of the controversy. | 

The defendants offered certain letters purporting to have been 
(518) written by I. T. Lenoir in 1871, 1872 and 1878, for the purpose 
of showing the character of plaintiffs’ possession. The other 
plaintiffs would not be estopped by declarations against interest of one 
.of their cotenants without evidence of any power or authority in the 
“person making such declarations to bind the others; but his Honor, 
after admitting the same, in effect, ruled them out when he declared 
them “immaterial, because plaintiffs failed to show possession sufficiently 
-extensive or continuous to show ouster of defendants.” 

The reason is not clear to us, because it is stated in the case that 
“there was no evidence of any possession on the part of defendants until 
1888, when Gus Jordan entered.” But, as we shall show, it cannot 
affect the case to the prejudice of plaintiffs.. “After the case was closed 
-the court intimated and decided that the defendants had, by their deeds 
and the recitals in them, connected themselves with the common source 
-of title, and that he would direct the jury on the evidence, if believed, 
to answer the first issue “Yes, two undivided thirds,’ and to the second 
issue ‘No,’ to which instructions the plaintiffs excepted. ‘“ | 

We think that the response of the jury to the issues was right, al- 
though we do not clearly see from the evidence reported in the state- 
‘ment of the case, the foundation of the reasons given by his Honor for 
“his instructions. 
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Plaintiffs must recover upon the strength of their own title, and not 
upon the weakness of defendant’s. Conceding, for the time, that the 
deed from McAden to the Lenoirs for the whole tract would constitute 
color of titlke—though we are not unmindful of the able argument of 
defendant’s counsel to the contrary—the evidence offered by defendants 
clearly showed that, at the time of the execution of the McAden deed, 
the plaintiffs were claiming title to an undivided two-thirds of said land 
by other deeds, as tenants in common with other parties, and 
were in possession under such claim. Can they then recover the (519) 
whole tract of defendants by seven years adverse possession under 
the McAden deed? A claim of title by adverse possession under color 
negatives the idea of a rightful title. 

Plaintiffs, being in possession as tenants in common with others, could 
not acquire title as to the interest of the other tenants in common by 
seven years adverse possession. It requires twenty years of such pos- 
session to amount to an ouster of the cotenant. It makes no difference 
whether the defendant was the rightful cotenant or not, for the plain- 
tiffs are to show this title against the world before they can recover the 
disputed one-third. Their title to the two-thirds is admitted. 

The late Chief Justice Merrimon, in the opinion delivered by him in 
this case, 106 N. C., 473, says: “It was admitted by the defendant 
that the plaintiffs were part owners of the land. But this did not en- 
title them to be let into possession of the whole thereof as sole owners, 
or for themselves and others who might claim to be part owners as 
against defendant. As to the undivided one-third part claimed by it, the , 
burden was on the plaintiffs to show title thereto in themselves, and, 
failing in this, the defendant having possession had the right to remain 
so, as tenant In common with the plaintiffs as part owners only.” 

In our opinion, that 1s the present status of the case. In discussing 
the rights of tenants in common among themselves, he further said: 
“The recovery of one such tenant is not generally a recovery of all of 
them, nor does such recovery entitle him to take possession for all.” 

In Foster v. Hackett, 112 N. C., 546, Mr. Justice Avery ex- 
mined and discussed the question when one tenant in common ¢an re- 
cover the whole tract for himself and his cotenants, and very clearly 
lays down the rule, citing many authorities: “It is obvious, therefore, 
that one of several cotenants, when he brings an action against a tres- 
passer on the common property, and proves the title of the other 
tenants in establishing his own, may, under the common law (520) 
practice in ejectment applied to actions for the possession of land, 
recover the whole, though he claim sole seizen in his complaint in him- 
self, just as he can do under the procedure prescribed in The Code, by 
- alleging that the action is brought in behalf of himself and others hav- 
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ing a common interest, though it has never been determined in this 
State how far, if at all, in the action under the provision of the statute, 
the cotenants not actual parties would be concluded by the judgment.” 
This is in accord with the opinion delivered by the same member of this 
Court in Allen v. Sallinger, 108 N. C., 14: “A plaintiff, showing title 
only to an undivided interest, may have judgment, without qualification, 
for the whole against one who has no title. . . . But the plaintiff 
who has proven title to one undivided seventh must, if he would have 
judgment for the whole, have shown on trial that the same evidence of 
title, or possession that established his own title, demonstrated the fact 
that others than defendant held, as cotenants, the other interest, and this 
action would inure to their benefit. But the burden is always on the 
plaintiff in such actions, and he must establish his right clearly to the 
. judgment demanded, just as he is required to show title good against 
the world.” Overcash v. Kitchie, 89 N. C., 384; Yancey v. Greenlee, 
90 N. C., 317. : | 

Applying these principles to the case as it is now before us, the ver- 
dict and judgment only establish that the plaintiffs are the owners and 
entitled to the possession of an undivided two-thirds of the land in con- 
troversy, and that the defendants do not wrongfully withhold possession 
thereof from plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs have failed to establish that they are the owners of the 
whole tract. They have not shown who are the owners of the other one- 
third claimed by defendant, so as to entitle them to a judgment in be- 
half of their cotenant, if he be some one other than defendant, 

(521) and therefore they are only entitled to the judgment they had 

below, and which was not contested but admitted by defendant, 

that plaintiffs were entitled to that which they already have—a two- 
thirds undivided interest in the land. 

In this view of the case, any errors, if such there were, as pointed out 
in the plaintiffs’ exceptions, are harmless. 

The judgment is 
_ Affirmed. 


Cited: Carson v. Carson, 122 N. C., 648; Clark v. Benton, 124 N. C., 
200; Morehead v. Hall, 126 N. C., 216; Allred v. Smith, 185 N. C., 451. 
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Deed—Restraints upon Alienation—Deed of Trust—tntent of Grantor. 


1. A provision in a deed that the grantee shall not sell the property during her 
life is repugnant to the grant and in contravention of the principle of 
publie policy which forbids unreasonable restrictions upon the right of 
alienation. 


2. Every part of an instrument must be considered in arriving at the inten- 
tion, and where the language is susceptible of two constructions, the one 
less favorable to the grantor must be adopted; therefore, 


3. Where a deed of trust was executed by a feme covert with the joinder of 
her husband conveying her land to secure the joint indebtedness of her- 
self and husband, and empowering the trustee to sell the land in case of 
default in the payment of the debt, and the draftsman of the deed neg- 
lected to strike out of the printed form words to the effect that she joined 
in the deed for the purpose of releasing her dower and homestead: H eld, 
that the true intent and meaning of the deed was that the feme covert 
conveyed the property in fee to the LrUBtee: 


This was an action on the part of aie plaintiff for the recovery 
_-of the sum of $195, for purchase-money due and owing from the sale of 
a certain tract of land sold by the plaintiff, as trustee, to satisfy a certain 
note held by Mack Stadler & Co., of Cincinnati, Ohio, against 

S. D. Chambers and wife, 8. M. Chambers, heard before Graves, (522) 
5 ae 1 ee eee ee ee a oe Term of Buncomse. 

The following facts were submitted for the judgment of the court by 
agreement of plaintiff and defendant: 

“On 26 February, 1890, S. D. Chambers and wife, S. M. Chambers, 
executed their joint note £6 Mack Stadler & Co., in ne sum of $301.57, ; 
with interest at _-.. per cent per annum, till paid, payable on or before 
1 January, 1892. To secure the payment of the same they executed and 
delivered to the plaintiff J. C. Pritchard a deed of trust on a certain 
tract of land, empowering the said trustee, in case they should fail to 
fully pay and discharge said note, to advertise the lands therein conveyed, 
and sell the same to the highest bidder for cash, and apply the proceeds 
to the payment of said note, and pay any surplus to them; and upon such 
sale convey title to the purchaser. That after said note became due and 
payable, the said 8. D. Chambers and 8. M. Chambers failed, neglected 
and refused to pay said note or any part thereof. Thereupon, to wit, 
on 6 March, 1893, the said J. C. Pritchard, trustee, as aforesaid, see 
advertising the sale of said land, in accordance with the requirements | 

and provision of said deed of trust, at the courthouse door, in the town 
of Marshall, offered said premises for sale at public auction to the high- 
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est bidder for cash for the purpose of satisfying said note, and the said 
J. M. Bailey, defendant above-named, became the last and highest bid- 
der. He was so declared by the auctioneer. Immediately thereafter a 
demand was made on the said Bailey by plaintiff for the sum bid by 
him, to wit, the sum of $195. The said defendant refused to pay the 
same,-alleging as a reason therefor, that the said J. C. Pritchard had 
no power to execute a deed in fee simple to the defendant. It is agreed 
that at the date of the execution of said deed of trust that the said S. M. 
Chambers was the owner of said premises by virtue of a deed executed 
to her by her father, Daniel Payne. | 

“Tt is also insisted by the defendant that the said S. M. Cham- 
(523) bers never conveyed a title in fee simple to the said J. C. Pritch- 

ard in said deed of trust. 

“Tt is agreed that should the court be of the opinion that plaintiff has 
the power under said deed of trust to execute to said J. M. Bailey a deed 
in fee simple for said premises upon the statement of facts, together 
with the inspection of said deed of trust, judgment shall be entered for 
said sum bid by defendant, together with costs, but if of a contrary 
opinion, he shall order a nonsuit.” 

The material part of the deed, dated 10 June, 1882, from Daniel 
Payne to Sarah M. Chambers was as follows: ° 

“To have and to hold the aforesaid tract and all the privileges and 
appurtenances thereto belonging, to the said Sarah M. Chambers and 
heirs and assigns forever, to her only use and behoof; not to be sold 
during the life of said Sarah M. Chambers, then to belong to her heirs; 
and the said Daniel Payne covenants that he is seized of said premises 
in fee and has right to convey the same in fee simple; that’the same 
are free from all encumbrances, and that he will warrant and defend 
the said title to the same against the claims of all persons whatsoever.” 

The material parts of the deed of trust from Chambers and wife to the 
plaintiff Pritchard were as follows: 

“Witnesseth, for that whereas, the said 8. D. Chambers and wife, 
Sarah M. Chambers, are indebted to the said Mack Stadler & Co., in the 
sum of $301.50, for which the said S. D. Chambers and wife, Sarah M.., 
has executed and delivered to said Mack Stadler & Oo., as aforesaid, his 
bond with even date of this deed in said sum of $301.57, payable on 1 
January, 1892, with interest thereon from date, until paid, at the rate 
of 8 per centum per annum, payable annually on 1 January and January 
hereafter, and it has been agreed that the payment of said debt shall be 
secured by the conveyance of the land hereinafter described. 

“Now, therefore, in consideration of the premises, and for the . 
(524) purpose aforesaid, and for the sum of one dollar to the parties 
of the first part paid by the party of the second part aforesaid, 
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said 8S. D. Chambers and wife, Sarah M. Chambers (the latter becoming 
a party to this deed to convey and pass all right of dower and homestead 
in said land and bar her claim thereto), have bargained, sold, given, 
granted and conveyed, arfd by these presents do give, grant, bargain, sell 
and convey to.said J. C. Pritchard and his heirs and assigns, a certain 
tract of land lying and being in Madison County aforesaid, and more 
particularly described and defined as follows” (here follows the descrip- » 
tion, habendum, power of sale in case of default in payment of the debt, 
_ general warranty, etc.) 

His Honor adjudged as follows: 

“That the clause, ‘not to be sold during the life of Sarah M. Chambers,’ 
in the deed of Daniel Payne to Sarah Malinda Chambers, of 10 June, 
1882, as appears by the case agreed, is repugnant to the estate conveyed 
by said deed, an unlawful restraint upon the power and rights of aliena- 
tion ‘and void, and that said deed is a conveyance of the fee simple, with- 
out lawful condition or qualification; and that the clause in the deed 
of trust from S. D. Chambers and Sarah M. Chambers to J. C. Priteh- 
ard, of 26 February, 1890, as appears by the case agreed, namely, the 
latter (meaning the said Sarah M. Chambers) became a party to this 
deed to convey and pass all right of dower and homestead in said land 
and bar her claim thereto,’ does not have the effect to prevent the fee 
simple interest or estate of the said Sarah M. Chambers from passing 
to and becoming vested in the said J. C. Pritchard, but that the said 
J. C. Pritchard by said deed of trust became seized of the lands therein 
described in fee simple, and had a right to sell and convey the same 
under the power and in the manner in said deed provided, and to make 
to the purchaser a valid title in fee to said land. 

“Tt is adjudged, that the contract between the plaintiff and 
defendant mentioned and described in the case agreed is a valid (525) 
and binding contract, and that the same be in all things specifi- 
cally performed; and that the plaintiff execute and deliver to the de- 
fendant a good and sufficient conveyance in fee with proper covenants 
and in the usual form. And it is further adjudged, that the defendant 
upon the delivering er tender of said conveyance do pay to the plaintiff 
$195, with interest thereon from this date.” Defendants appealed. 


Charles A. Webb for plaintiff. 
No counsel contra. 


Suepuerp, C. J. The deed from Daniel Payne te Sarah M, Cham- 
bers, executed in 1882, conferred upon her an estate in fee simple, and, 
under the doctrine declared in Hardy v. Galloway, 111 N. C., 519, and 
the authorities therein cited, the provision that she should not sell the 
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property during her hfe was repugnant to the grant and in contraven- 
tion of the principle of public policy which forbids the imposition of 
unreasonable restrictions upon the right of alenaton. The property 
not having been conveyed in trust, but directly, to Mrs. Chambers, she 
acquired the legal title; and as she had the legal capacity to convey, with 
the consent of her husband, the only question remaining to be considered 
is whether the deed from herself and husband did actually convey to the 
trustee a fee simple estate in the land in. controversy. | 

The indebtedness secured in said trust was, so far as we are informed, 
the joint indebtedness of herself and husband, and the recital anows 
that the sole object of the conveyance was to secure the payment of the 
same. The conveyance is in fee with a warranty that the parties of the 
first part are seized in fee, and the trustee is directed, in case of de- 
fault, to sell the land at public auction and convey title to the purchaser 
—_the surplus, after paying the indebtedness and expenses, to be paid 
to the parties of the first part. The husband having no title to the prop- 

erty, it is manifest that not only the whole purpose of the deed, 
(526) but also its operative words, will be entirely defeated if the join- 

der of Mrs. Chambers was simply for the purpose of releasing 
the right of dower and homestead in the land. 

It is a cardinal rule in the interpretation of writings that they shall, 
if possible, be so interpreted, ut res magis valeat quam pereat, so that 
they shall have some effect rather than none, and that such a meaning 
shall be given to them as may carry out and most fully effectuate the 
intention of the parties. Broom’s Max., 413. Every part of the in- 
strument must be considered in arriving at the intention, and it should 
be kept in mind that where the language is susceptible of two construc- 
tions, the one less favorable to the grantor is to be adopted. It is also 
a well-settled principle that, unless a contrary intent is manifest, “a deed 
must be construed in all its parts with respect to the actual, rightful 
state of the property at the time at which the deed is executed. ” 2 Devlin 
Deeds, 848-851. 

Applying these rules to the case before us, we are entirely satisfied 
that Mrs. Chambers intended to convey her interest in the said land. 
It was her property, and the printed words (which it is agreed the 
draftsman neglected to strike out of the form) to the effect that she 
joined in the deed for the purpose of releasing her dower and home- 
stead, when she could, by no possibility, have had any such interests, are 
wholly inconsistent with her intention, as indicated by the entire scope 
and meaning of the instrument: As we have said, she alone had the 
title, and she joined in the deed as a conveying party for the declared 
purpose of securing the indebtedness. There was no dower or homestead 
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interest to be released, and if the printed words are to control, eee 1s 
nothing upon which the deed can operate, 

We think his Honor was correct in holding that the true intent ac 
meaning of the deed was that Mrs. Chambers pee the property in 
fee to the trustee. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Helms v. Austin, 116 N. C., 753; Latimer v. Waddell, 119 
N. C., 878; Wool v. Fleetwood, 136 N. C., 465 ; Schwren v. Falls, 170 
N. ©., 251; Lee v. Oates, 171 N. C., 722; Brooks.». Griffin, 177 N. O., 8. 


| (527) 
A. KE. WALKER v. MOULTON MOSES. 


Deed—Description—Adverse Possession—Divesting Title of State— 
Color of Title. 


1. A description of land in a deed as “the tract left me by my late grand- 
father, M. P., adjoining the lands of H. and S. and others, containing 180 
acres,” suggesting, as it does, the possibility of identifying it by extrinsic 
proof of the fact that the ancestor had left it, that it adjoined the lands 
of. the persons named, etc., is not void for uncertainty. 


2. The State is deemed to have surrendered its right where it permits an 
‘adverse occupation of land under colorable title without interruption for 
twenty-one years, and a title vests in the occupant which can only be 
divested by a subsequent adverse possession by another till his right in 
turn ripens in the same way. 


3. When title is shown out of the State by adverse possession, one who there- 
after acquires title under a sheriff’s deed and holds possession thereunder 
for seven years has good title against one who subsequently obtained a 
grant from the State. 


Action for the recovery of land, commenced on 3 August, 1891, 
and tried at Fall Term, 1893, of Burxn, before Boykin, J., and a jury. 

The plaintiff introduced a grant to Nancy A. Walker for the land de- 
scribed in the complaint, dated 5 June, 1884. There was evidence of 
possession under the grant only until the spring of 1885, | 

The defendant introduced a deed from Michael Pearson to Hansen 
P. Satterwhite, dated 4 May, 1841, to which plaintiff objected, on the 
ground that the description was too indefinite to be made certain by 
parol testimony, and that the deed could not be relied on as color. The | 
objection was overruled, and plaintiff excepted. 
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The description was as follows: “A certain tract or parcel of land 

in the county of Burke and State of North Carolina, on the waters of 

Silver Creek, adjoining the lands of Andrew Hemphill, H. B. 

(528) Satterwhite and others, containing 180 acres, more or less, it 

being the land left me by my late grandfather Michael Pearson, 

and bounded as follows: beginning ona . . . together with all the 
woods, waters, mines,” etc. 

The defendant also introduced a deed from Alex. Duckworth, sheriff 
of Burke County, to John H. Pearson, dated 26 January, 1870, reciting 
a sale of the land on 25 August, 1854, under execution against the heirs 
of Hansen P. Satterwhite, at which sale John H. Pearson had bought. 

‘It was admitted that defendant, or those under whom he claimed, had 
a complete chain of title from the sherifi’s deed of 1870 down to the 
beginning of the action, except for the interruption by the issuance of the 
grant to plaintiff. 

It was also admitted that all of the deeds introduced _ defendant 
covered the land in dispute, except the deed of 1841. 

There was evidence that the land had been in the uninterrupted pos- 
session of Michael Pearson and his ancestors for about thirty years prior 
to the deed of 1841, and of Satterwhite and his heirs down to the sheriff’s 
sale in 1854, and of the defendant and those under whom he claims 
from the sale to the trial of the action, excepting as to a part of the 
land, which was occupied. by plaintiff under the grant of 1884 for a few 
months. 

The issues submitted were: | 

“1. Ts the plaintiff the owner of the land described i in the complaint q” 

“2. Does the defendant anlewuly withhold the possession thereof 
from the plaintiff?” 

His Honor charged the jury, among other things, that the plaintiff 
had made out a prima facie case, and would be entitled to have them 
answer the issues “Yes,” if the jury believed the plaintifi’s evidence, un- 
less the defendant had shown title in himself or those under whom he 

claimed as tenant; that defendant could not rely on the deed of 

(529) 1870 and twenty-one years’ possession thereunder prior to the 

bringing of this action to ripen title as against the plaintiff, for 

the reason that he had not had possession under said deed for twenty-one 
years prior to the plaintifi’s grant, but it being admitted that all of the 
deeds of defendant or those under whom he claimed covered the land in 

dispute, except the deed of 1841, and that defendant or those under whom 

he claimed had a complete chain of title from the deed of 1870 down 

to defendant; therefore, if the deed of 1841 covered the land in dispute, 

and the defendant and those under whom he claimed had had actual pos- 

session of the land covered by the deed, or of any part thereof, from the 
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date of the deed to the beginning of the action, under known and visible 
boundaries, for twenty-one years, there being no other person in the 
actual possession of any part thereof, such possession, even of a part, 
would be possession of the whole, and defendant would be entitled to have 
them answer the first issue “No,” and if they so answered, they need not 
answer the second issue. | 

The jury answered the first issue “No.” 

After verdict the plaintiff moved for a new trial, for error in the 
charge so far as the same related to possession by the defendant and 
those under whom he claimed under the deed from Michael Pearson to 
H. P. Satterwhite, and so far as said instruction held said deed to be 
color of title. Motion refused, and after judgment for defendant, plain- 
tiff appealed. | 


S.J. Hroin and J.T. Perkins for plaantiff. 
Isaac T. Avery for defendant. 


Avery, J. The description of the land conveyed in a deed as the tract 
“left me by my late grandfather Michael Pearson,” and as “adjoining 
the lands of Andrew Hemphill, H. B. Satterwhite and others, containing 
180 acres, more or less,” suggests upon its face the possibility of 
identifying it by extrinsic proof of the fact that the ancestor (530) 
named had left it, and that it adjoined lands of the persons men- 
tioned, and possibly the additional circumstance that it corresponded in 
size. Massey v. Belisle, 24 N. C., 170; Blow v. Vaughan, 105 N. C., 198. 
The description is not therefore void for uncertainty, and the exception 
to the ruling that the boundaries could be located by parol proof is not 
well taken. 

The only remaining exception was to the instruction that the deed 
executed by Michael Pearson to Satterwhite in 1841 was color of title. 
‘There being no exception to the sufficiency or competency of testimony 
offered to fit the description to the locus in quo, we must assume that the 
necessary extrinsic proof was offered to locate the boundaries of that 
tract, so as to include the land in controversy. The undisputed testimony 
tended to show that the land covered by that deed (there being no ques- 
tion raised as to its actual identification by the evidence offered, if parol 
proof was competent for that purpose) had been in the possession of the 
grantee Satterwhite and his heirs for more than twenty-one years from 
its execution, in 1841, till John H. Pearson took possession, in 1854, 
and until title was made to Pearson, in 1870, if that deed did not relate 
to the sale. If it did relate back, twenty-one years elapsed after Pear- | 
gon’s possession began. There was no error in instructing the jury that 
such a possession would divest the title of the State and vest it in the 
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heirs of Satterwhite or of Pearson. Mobley v. Griffin, 104 N. C., 112. 
The State is deemed to have surrendered its right where it permits such 
an occupation without interruption for twenty-one years, and a title 
vests in the occupant which can only be divested by a subsequent adverse _ 
possession by another till his right in turn ripens in the same way. 
Christianbury v. King, 85 N. C., 229; Avent v. Arrington, 105 N. C,, 
377. The first duty incumbent on one who essays to show title good 
against the world is to prove that the State has conveyed the land 
(531) in controversy to some person, or that, by reason of continuous 
occupation by such claimant, or those through whom he deraigns 
title for the stautory period, “the State will not sue” for trespass or pre- 
fer any claim to the profits. The Code, sec. 139. If the defendant failed 
to connect himself with the possession of Satterwhite or his heirs, it was, 
nevertheless, admitted that he had shown a connected chain of title and 
continuous possession in himself and those through whom he claimed 
from 26 January, 1870, the date of the sheriff’s deed to John Pearson, 
to 8 August, 1891. Having shown that the interest of the State had 
passed to the heirs of Satterwhite, it was then sufficient as against them 
to prove a subsequent adverse possession for seven years under color of 
title in those under whom the defendant claims, in order, in turn, to 
divest the right of said heirs and transfer it to the defendant. There- 
fore, by the occupation of Pearson and his devisees under the sheriff’s 
deed and his will, an indefeasible title passed to them at the end of 
seven years from 26 January, 1870, which, it was admitted, was trans- 
mitted to the landlord of the defendant. The issuance of a grant by the 
State in 1884 for any portion of the land covered by the sheriff’s deed 
could not impair the title of those under whom the defendant claims, 
which had ripened so as to include all of the land within the limits of 
the deed to Pearson. McLean v. Smith, 106 N. C., 172. There was no 
evidence of an occupation by the plaintiff under his grant, except that 
by his tenant, Satterwhite, which continued only for a short time after 
the date of the deed (June, 1884), till the spring of 1885, when it was 
abandoned, and that was insufficient to impair the title acquired under 
the sheriff’s deed. | | 
The plaintiff had no cause to complain of the instruction that the is- 
suing of the grant was such an interruption as arrested the running of 
the statute [The Code, sec. 189 (2)] in favor of the defendant by virtue 
of the possession under the sherifi’s deed and subsequent conveyances. 
It is needless to discuss the question whether the sherifi’s deed 
(532) related back from its date in 1870 to the sale in 1854, so as to | 
make the possession of Pearson, the purchaser, which began im- 
mediately after the sale, adverse to the claim of the heirs of Satterwhite 
(the grantee in the former deed), who surrendered the possssion to Pear- 
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son and would have been estopped from denying his title had he caused 
the sherifi’s deed to be executed immediately after the sale. If Pearson 
entered under the Satterwhite heirs, his possession from 1854 to 1870 
was but a prolongation of theirs, by which they had already acquired 
title. If he held adversely, he thereby extended the benefit of his own 
occupation backward, without benefit to himself, since, by holding for 
seven years under color, after 26 January, 187 0, he acquired the title 
theretofore vested in the Satterwhite heirs, even though he had held 
under, not adversely to them, till the execution of the sheriff’s deed. For 
the reasons given, the judgment must be 
. Affirmed. 


L. L. JENKINS, CASHIER, ETC., v. L. A. H, WILKINSON er at. 


Assignment of Mortgage by Delivery—Collateral Security. 


1. A note may be transferred by delivery and without indorsement, the trans- 
feree becoming the equitable owner thereof, 


2. A note being the principal thing and the mortgage securing it the incident 
or accessory, the transfer of the note carries with it the security without 
any formal assignment or delivery or mention, even, of the latter. 


8. Although an action on a note be barred by the statute, the lien created by 
the mortgage given to secure it is not renee by the running of the 
statute of limitations on the debt. 


4, Where a note was made payable to “J., sauiiek * and collateral security 
delivered to him, he being a member and cashier of the firm of “‘C. & J,,” 
the owners of the debt, an action for the foreclosure of the mortgage — 
security was properly brought in the name of the canlen he being the 
holder of the collateral as trustee for the firm. 


- Acrrton for the foreclosure of a mortgage given to plaintiff as 

collateral security by the defendant M. A. Wilkinson, before (533) 
Armfield, J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Lincoxy. 

The record shows that this action was brought on 20 June, 1891. : 

It was in evidence that on 5 January, 1888, the defendant Ti 2A. JA 
Wilkinson executed a note to the plaintiff in the sum of $800, bearing 
interest after maturity, and that M. A. Wilkinson indorsed the said note 
and became surety therefor. 

It was in evidence that at the time the $800 note was executed, and 
at the time M. A. Wilkinson indorsed it, the defendant M. A. Wilkinson 
placed in the hands of the plaintiff the $900 note and mortgage set 
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forth in the pleadings, as collateral security for the payment of the $800 
note, and thereupon the plaintiff paid over to the defendant L. A. H. 
Wilkinson the money. 

1, When the plaintiff offered to show that the $900 note and mortgage 
were placed in his hands as collateral security, and was a part of the 
same transaction as the execution of the $800 note, the defendants: ex- 
cepted. Exception overruled. Evidence allowed by the court. : 

2. It was in evidence that the defendant L. A. H. Wilkinson was sued 
on the $800 note at the Fall Term, 1890, of Gaston Court, and that judg- 
ment was obtained for $7 50 and ‘costs, which said judgment has never 
been paid. 

3. As will appear in the pleadings, the $900 note and mortgage placed 
_ by M. A. Wilkinson as collateral in the hands of the plaintiff, was exe- 
cuted by L. A. H. Wilkinson and wife, the principals in the $800 note. 

4, It was in evidence that the $800 note belonged to a banking firm 
by the name of Craig & Jenkins, and that the plaintiff, to whom the 
note was made payable, was cashier of the firm at that time. 

5. It was in evidence that no suit had been brought against 

(534) M. A. Wilkinson, except the present, and that no relief has been 

asked as against him, except the foreclosure of this mortgage, as 

the $900 note and mortgage in question were executed to M. A. Wilkin- 
son by L. A. H. Wilkinson and wife. 

6. It was in evidence that there was no written transfer of the $900 
note and mortgage to plaintiff, but at the time it was given him it was 
stated that it should be held as collateral security for the payment of the 
$800 note given by L. A. H. Wilkinson, and indorsed by M. A. Wilkin- 
son at the same time. 

His Honor submitted the following issues to the jury, to wit: | 
“1, Did L. A. H. Wilkinson and Nannie Wilkinson make and deliver 
to M. A. Wilkinson the $900 note and mortgage described in complaint ? 

Answer: ‘Yes.’ 

“9. Did M. A. Wilkinson deliver the $900 note and mortgage to the 
plaintiff to hold as collateral security for the payment of the $800 note | 
on which judgment was obtained? Answer: ‘Yes.’ | 

“3. Is plaintifi’s action barred by statute of limitations? Answer: 
‘No. 2 9? 

The defendants ‘aniieeed the following issues, which were not sub- 
mitted to the jury by the court, to which defendants except: 

“1, To whom was the money loaned ? 

“9, Is this action barred by the statute of limitations as ; to the in- 
dorsement on the note given by L. A. H. Wilkinson ? 

“3, Was there any writing passed between M. A. Wilkinson at the 
time of this loan as to the note and mortgage?” 
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Defendants contend that, inasmuch as there was no written assignment 
of the note and mortgage to plaintiff nor any stipulation in said mort- 
gage that it was made to secure. the note to plaintiff, the plaintiff could 
not be subrogated to the rights of defendant M. A. Wilkinson; that a 
mere verbal transfer from the mortgagee to the plaintiff, and no 
judgment had against the mortgagee, would not uthorize the (535) 
plaintiff to subrogate the plaintiff to the rights of the mortgagee; 
that inasmuch as the note indorsed by the defendant M. A. Wilkinson is 
barred by the statute of limitations, and the plaintiff has no claim against 
the mortgagee M. A. Wilkinson, he has no right to be subrogated to the 
rights of the mortgagee aforesaid. The defendants further contend that 
the plaintiff could not maintain this suit, because the note given by 
L. A. H. Wilkinson and indorsed by M. A. Wilkinson belonged to the 
firm of Craig & Jenkins and not to the plaintiff. 

Judgment for plaintiff. Motion for new trial by defendants. Motion 
overruled. Defendants appealed. 


Jones & Tillett for plaanicff. 
iM. L McCorkle and L. L. Witherspoon for defendants. 


MacRag, i The first exception is to evidence offered by plaintiff to 
prove that the $900 note and mortgage were delivered to plaintiff as col- 
lateral security for the other note. We suppose that the ground of the 
objection by defendants was a contention on their part that the note and 
mortgage could not be transferred by delivery and without writing. 

A note may be transferred by delivery and withouvindorsement. The 
Code, sec. 177. Such transfer does not pass the legal title according to 
the law merchant, but the transferee is the equitable assignee thereof. 
Miller v. Tharel, 75 N. C., 148; Jackson v. Love, 82 N. C., 405; Kiff v. 
Weaver, 94 N. ©., 274; Carpenter v. Tucker, 98 N. C., 316. 

The debt is the principal thing. The mortgage to secure it is the inci- 
dent or accessory. “Equity puts the pr incipal and accessory upon a foot- 
ing of equality, and gives to the assignee of the evidence of the debt the 
same rights in regard to both.” 

1. The transfer of the note carries with it the security without 
any formal assignment or delivery, or even mention of the latter. (586) 
Carpenter v. Lorgan, 16 Wall., 271. See also Colebrook Collat- 
eral Security, sec. 144, where a multitude of authorities are cited. 

2. The issues submitted by his Honor seem to cover all the real con- 
tentions in the case. As to the first issue tendered by defendant, it made 
no difference to whom the money was loaned, if any money was loaned. 
The action was brought to foreclose a mortgage made to secure the pay- 
ment of a note under seal, and transferred to the plaintiff, who, as we 
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shall see, was the proper party to bring the action. The question of the 
statute of limitations could be fairly presented in all its aspects under 
the third issue; and it seems that the note itself was barred. Indeed, 
although an action upon the note was barred by the statute, the ee 
created by the mortgage is not impaired in consequence of the running 
of the statute of limitations on the debt. Wood Limitations, sec. 222. 
Clark’s Code, sec. 152 (3), and cases cited, p. 45. 

3. The defendants contend that the plantiff could not ‘maintain this 
suit, because the note given by L. A. H. Wilkinson and indorsed by M. A. 
Wilkinson belonged to the firm of Craig & Jenkins, and not to the plain- 
tiff. It appears to have been made to the plaintiff c. L. Jenkins, Cashier. 
It is found that plaintiff was cashier of the banking firm for whose 
benefit the note was given and the collateral transferred. He was the 
holder of the collateral as trustee for the firm, and the action was 
properly brought in his name. The Code, sec. 179. 

No error. 


Cited: Taylor v. Hunt, 118 N. C., 172; Hedrick v. Byerly, 119 N. C., 
429; Bresee v. Crumpton, 121 N. C., 123; Menzel v. Hinton, 182 N. C., 
663; Tyson v. Joyner, 139 N. C., 73; Martin v. Mask, 158 N. C., 448. 


(537) 
MARY E. FERGUSON v. SAMUEL C. WRIGHT er at. 


Execution Sale Without Allotting Homestead—Residence—Hvidence— 
Color of Title—Adverse Possession—Ouster—Tenants in Common. 


1. A sale of land under execution on a judgment rendered against a resident 
of this State on a debt contracted since 1868 is void as to the defendant 
in the execution, unless a homestead was allotted him me or unless he 
had a homestead already allotted in other lands. 

2. Hearsay testimony as to the residence of a person is inadmissible. 

3. Where it is shown that a person was once a resident of this State the pre- 
sumption is that he continues to be so, and the burden of proving a change 
of domicile is upon him who relies upon such change. 

4, A void deed by a sheriff is not color of title. | 

5, Where an occupant of land has entered and holds under title derived 
mediately or immediately through conveyances from a portion of the 
tenants in common, to whom the land had passed by descent or purchase, 
although professing to convey the whole interest in the land, a possession 
for less than twenty years will not raise the presumption that the cotenant 
who did not join in the deed has been evicted, for one tenant in common 
cannot thus make the possession adverse to his eotenant. 

6. Registration of a deed does not have the effect of an ouster. 
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Action by the plaintiff to be let into possession as owner of one- 
eighth interest of a certain tract of land in Cherokee County, tried be- 
fore Graves, J., and a jury, at Spring Term, 1893, of CuErRoxeEr. 

” Robert Ferguson died intestate in 185__, leaving surviving him chil- 
dren and heirs-at-law—Samuel C. Ferguson, George Ferguson and — 
others—to whom the land descended. There was evidence tending to 
show that Samuel C. Ferguson died in August, 1870. There was evi- 
dence tending to show that S. C. Ferguson was married, and that plain- 
tiff was his only child. Upon issues submitted to and found by the jury, 
to which there were no exceptions taken, either to the evidence or the 
charge of the court, the jury found that Samuel C. Ferguson and 
Jennie Morgan were married in 1865, and the plaintiff is the only (538) 
issue of said marriage, and she was born in 1866. There was | 
evidence tending to show that Samuel C. Ferguson and the said Jennie 
separated in 1866, the said Jennie returning to her parents where she 
has since resided; and there was evidence tending to show that, after the 
said Jennie went to her mother’s, 8, C. Ferguson went theré to see her 
at times. 

The defendants offered and read in ees a dea from the sheriff 
of Cherokee County, one C. C. Vest, conveying to M. C. King said 
Samuel C. Ferguson’s interest in the land, dated 4 October, 1869, and 
registered in Cherokee County -- day of December, 1869, and execution 
issuing from the Superior Court of Cherokee County on a judgment in 
favor of F. P. Axley against said Samuel C. Ferguson. The judg- 
ment was taken on 11 August, 1869, before a justice of the peace, and 
docketed in the Superior Court on 14 August, 1869, and it appeared 
from the record that the sammons was served personally in Cherokee 
on Samuel C. Ferguson on that day. There was evidence tending to 
show that on 25 April, 1870, the said King sold and conveyed the in- 
terest of Samuel C. Wergucon: which he acquired by the sheriff’s deed, 
to Thomas M. Ferguson. Said deed was registered in April, 1870. 
King testified that he bought the land for the benefit of S. C. Ferguson, 
and conveyed to his brother with that understanding. There was evi- 
dence tending to show that Thomas M. Ferguson and the heirs-at-law, 
other than Samuel C. Ferguson, of Robert Ferguson, on 14 May, 1870, 
sold and conveyed the entire tract of land to M. L. Brittain, who 1m- 
mediately took sole possession under their deed, which was duly regis- 
tered on 17 May, 1870, and the said M. L. Brittain and the defendants 
claiming under him have been in the sole possession of said tract 
of land continuously up to this time. There was no evidence that (539) 
plaintiff or his brothers had made any demand to be let in, or that 
there was any actual denial of plaintiff’s right, except such as arose from 
defendants’ claim and occupation. The defendants offered evidence tend, 
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ing to show that Samuel C. Ferguson was a nonresident of the State at 
the time of the execution sale, and there was evidence tending to show 
that he was a resident. 

Witnesses for the defendants testified that Samuel C. Ferguson, was 
‘raised on the lands in controversy, and made it his home until] 1866, at 
‘which time he went off, and from that time until his death the wit- 
nesses did not know, of their own knowledge, the place of his residence, 
during which year he and his wife separated, the latter returning to the 
‘home of her parents and being visited occasionally by her husband; that 
_ shortly thereafter Samuel went away, and witnesses had not seen~him 

since, but that it was generally understood in the neighborhood that he 
died in the State of Georgia. 

The defendants proposed to prove by these witnesses that it was gen- 
-erally reported in the neighborhood that said Samuel was not a resident 
of this State, but was residing in the State of Georgia, and continued 
to reside there from 1866 to the day of his death. This was objected 
-to by the plaintiff and excluded by the court, and defendants excepted. 

The defendants asked the court to charge the jury, among other 
-charges given, that “the sheriff’s deed to M. C. King is color of title, and, 
although M. O. King did not go upon the land, if the sherifi’s deed was 
registered in December, 1869, the registration of said deed was notice of | 
-the claim of King, and if King conveyed to T. M. Ferguson on 25 April, 

1870, and said T. M. Ferguson conveyed to M. L. Brittain on 4 May, 
-1870, and Brittain went into possession of the land under said deed, and 

he and those claiming under him have been in the open, notorious 
:(540) possession of said land for more than seven years before the 

commencement of this action, claiming the whole estate therein, 
the plaintiff is not the owner.” This was refused by the court, and de-_ 
_ -fendants excepted.. 

_ In response to this prayer the court said if the deed is valid it was 
sufficient to pass and did pass the title to the purchaser, but if it was 
void it was not color of title. 

The defendants asked the court to further charge that if M. L. Brit- 
-tain entered into the open adverse possession of the land, claiming the 
-same under the deed of the sheriff to King, and from King to T. M. 

Ferguson, and from T. M. Ferguson to him, the statute began to run at 
-the time of his taking possession, and the cain of Samuel C. Ferguson 
would not stop the statute from running. This was refused by the court, 
-and defendants excepted. 

His Honor charged the jury that if Samuel C. Ferguson was a non- 
- -yvesident of the State at the time of the execution sale said Ferguson was 
-not entitled to a homestead, but that the residence was a matter for the 
-jury to determine from the testimony of witnesses, speaking of their own 
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knowledge, that Samuel C, Ferguson was not a resident of the State, or, 
speaking of their own knowledge, that he was a resident of another State 
or place outside of this State; that the jury should take into considera- 
tion all the facts and circumstances fixing his place of residence at the 
time of the execution sale; they cannot a into consideration mere hear- 
say or common reputation. 

That Samuel C. Ferguson’s residence was admitted to be in this State 
in 1866, and the law presumed that his residence continued to be in this 
State, unless such presumption has been rebutted. His Honor further 
instructed-the jury that, if there was an actual ouster in the lifetime of 
Samuel C. Ferguson in May, 1870, and said Ferguson died in August, 
1870, the statute would begin to run from the time of actual ouster, and 
the death of said Ferguson would not stop the running of the 
statute, but in this case there was no evidence of an actual (541) 
ouster. 

That if Samuel C. Ferguson was a son of Robert Ferguson, on his 
death Samuel became a tenant in common with his brothers and sisters, 
and if they sold their interest such sale was not an ouster, and the pos- 
session of the purchasers would not be an ouster unless held exclusively 
for twenty years. 

If Thomas Ferguson and others joined in the deed conveying their 
interest to Brittain, Brittain had a good title to that much of the land, 
and his entering upon the land was rightful and his possession was not 
necessarily adverse to the plaintiff’s rights. Neither the plaintiff nor 
Samuel Ferguson could have brought an action against him to turn him 
out of the possession. Possession under color of title, in order to ripen 
into title must be adverse so as to expose him to an action of the plain- 
tiff’s ancestor; until there was an actual ouster, or a presumed ouster, 
which occurs atte twenty years, the statute does not begin to run. 

That as the sale was made in 1869, and the statute did not begin to 
run until January, 1870, and the suit was brought in 1889, there was no 
presumption of an ouster, and as the sheriff’s deed to King was a sale of 
the interest of one tenant in common, and that interest was conveyed by 
King to another tenant in common, who, in a joint deed with the remain- 
ing tenants in common, conveyed to Brittain, although he and they con- 
veyed the entire estate, Brittain’s possession under such deed was not ad- 
verse to the plaintiff’s ancestor, and Brittain and those claiming under 
him could not avail themselves of the seven years statute. | 
- His Honor instructed the jury that if Samuel Ferguson and the 
mother of the plaintiff were married, and the plaintiff was born in 
lawful wedlock, she would be the owner of a one-eighth interest in the 
land and entitled to be let into the possession, unless the sherifi’s deed 
conveyed the title of Samuel C. Ferguson. “If Samuel C. Ferguson was 
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(542) a resident of the State at the time of the sheriff’s sale, and 

no homestead was allotted and set apart to him, the sale was 
void and the sheriff’s deed conveyed no title to King. If Samuel C. 
Ferguson was not a citizen of the State at the time of the sherifi’s sale, 
although no homestead had been allotted to him, his interest in the land 
passed, and the plaintiff, being his heir, cannot recover.” 

1. The defendants assign error in the charge given, in that there was 
error in confining the jury in their deliberations upon the question of 
the residence of the said Samuel C. Ferguson to the testimony of 
witnesses detailed to be within their own knowledge. 

2. That the court erred in instructing the jury that the aeisaanie 
possession under the sheriff’s deed was not adverse to Samuel C. Fer- 
guson. That the court erred in instructing the jury that the defendants 
were not entitled to the benefit of the seven years exclusive adverse pos- 
session under the sheriff’s deed. 

3. For refusal to give the special instructions prayed for by defend- 
ants. 

After a verdict for plaintiff, the defendants moved for a new trial 
for the errors assigned in the charge, and the refusal to give the instruc- 
tions prayed for, and for the exclusion of the testimony offered by them, 
and appealed from the judgment for the plaintiff. 


BE. B. Norvell and C. M. Busbee for plaintiff. 
G. S. Ferguson for defendants. 


Avery, J. If Samuel C. Ferguson was a resident of the State of North 
Carolina on 4 October, 1869, when his land was sold upon a justice’s 
judgment, rendered on 11 August, 1869, and docketed in the Superior 
Court on 14 August, 1869, he was entitled to a homestead, and unless 

he had a homestead already allotted to him in other lands, the 
(548) sale of his interest in the land in controversy, under such execu- 

tion, was null and void. It was conceded that no other land had 
been allotted to him. He resided in North Carolina in 1866, and the 
summons was served on him in the case wherein judgment was ren- 
dered, and execution and sale followed in the summer of 1869. We find 
positive and direct testimony tending to show these facts and nothing 
more bearing upon the question of his domicile, though it was stated 
in general terms that there was additional testimony offered for the de- 
fendants. 

The court, upon objection, properly excluded the testimony offered 
that Samuel C. Ferguson was generally reputed in his family, or in the 
~ neighborhood in which he lived in 1866, to have removed to and become 
a resident of the State of Georgia, where he died in August, 1870. Evi- 
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‘dence as to the residence of a person falls within the general rule that 
hearsay testimony is inadmissible, and no sufficient reason can be ad- 
duced for making it an exception like testimony as to pedigree. The 
other evidence upon the same question seems to have been fairly sub- 
mitted to the jury. It being conceded that Ferguson resided in Chero- 
kee County in 1866, the presumption was that he continued to make 
this State his home, and the jury were left to determine whether the evi- 
dence was sufficient to rebut it, since, in the absence of such proof, the 
law assumed that his domicile remained unchanged. 5 A. & E. Enc., 971; 
Lawson Presump. Ev., 172, rule 30. 

The defendants offered no testimony tending to show that the judg- 
ment was recovered upon a debt created prior to 1868, and as we must 
assume that the sale was made to satisfy an obligation incurred after — 
the ratification of the Constitution, and without allotting homestead, 
it was void. Long v. Walker, 105 N. C., 90; Loyd v. Loyd, ante, 186. 

Whether the defendants or those under whom they claim entered upon 
the land in 1869 or 1870 is not material. If the execution sale of 
Samuel’s one undivided eighth was invalid, the deed to Brittain, (544) 
under which they claimed, passed only the seven-eighths of the 
land which had descended on the death of Robert Ferguson to his other 
children. The defendants had not been in possession twenty years when 
this action was brought in 1889, and therefore the presumption had not 
arisen that the plaintiff as a cotenant had been evicted. Caldwell v. 
Neely, 81 N. C., 114; Ward v. Farmer, 92 N. C., 98. McCulloh v: 
Daniel, 102 N. C., 529, and Amis v. Stevens, 111 N. C., 172, which were 
relied on by defendants’ counsel to sustain his position, were carefully 
distinguished by the court in both opinions from those already cited in 
support of the view of the question which we have taken. The distine- 
tion was that in the one case the occupant entered and held under title 
derived mediately or immediately through conveyances from a portion 
of the tenants in common, to whom the land had passed by descent or 
purchase, while in the other he had bought at sherifi’s sale a claim pur- 
porting to be adverse to all of such tenants, and had entered and held 
adversely for more than seven years. . . | 
_ The deed of Thomas M. Ferguson and others to Brittain, though it 

purported to convey all of the interest in the land, had only the effect 
of putting Brittain in the relation to Samuel Ferguson previously oc- 
cupied by his grantors. Thomas C. Ferguson, after procuring a convey- 
‘ance from King for such interest as had passed to him by the sheriff’s 
void deed, joined the heirs of Robert Ferguson in conveying to Brittain. . 
As to the individual interest of Samuel Ferguson, Thomas Ferguson and | 
Brittain stood in the same relation to him as had been sustained by King. 
The occupation and undisturbed enjoyment of the rents and profits by 
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Brittain or those claiming under him for a less time than twenty years, 
though under a deed purporting to conyey the entire estate, did not bar 
the action of the heirs of Samuel Ferguson, if the sale by the sheriff 
was void. Breden v. McLaurin, 98 N. C., 307; Hicks v. Bullock, 
(545) 96 N. C., 164. But a case more directly in point is Page v. 
Branch, 97 N. C., 97, where Justice Davis, delivering the opinion 
of the Court, laid down the principle that one tenant in common cannot — 
make the possession adverse to his cotenant by conveying the entire 
estate, because his bargainee only acquires such estate as the bargainor 
ean convey. We see no reason why the registration of the deeds from the 
sheriff to King, and from the latter to Thomas Ferguson, should give 
any additional force or effect to the subsequent conveyance to Brittain. 
There is no principle which we can invoke that would give to the regis- 
tration at that date, if now, the effect of an ouster. 
For the reasons stated we conclude that there was 
No error. 


Cited: 8. c., 115 N. C., 568; Neal v. Nelson, 117 N. C., 405; Roscoe 
v. Lumber Co., 124 N. C., 48; Hardee v. Weathington, 1380 N. C., 92; 
Allred v. Smuth, 1385 N. C., 452; Lumber Co. v. Cedar Works, 165 N. C., 
86; S. c., 168 N. G, 350. 


IN THE MATTER OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE ESTATE OF 
SARAH ELLICK MEYERS. 


Admimistration—Right of Husband to Administer on — s Hstate— 
Transfer of Prior Right to Admimstration—Duty of Clerk. 


1. A husband has a right to administer the estate of his deceased wife, 
whether she die intestate (The Code, sec. 1876) or leave a will without 
naming an executor (The Code, sec. 2166). 


2. A husband having a prior right to administer may transfer that right to 
another by appointment or maf cause another to be associated with him 
in the administration, and this right, and the power and duty of the clerk 
to make such appointments, are not affected by the filing and probating 
in common form of a writing purporting to be the will of the wife, for 
the duties and responsibilities of the administrators are not changed by 
the fact that a will has been or may be probated, which will guide them - 
in their administration after the payment of debts, etc.; being subject to 
the orders of the clerk touching the administration, they must obey, and 
if guilty of misconduct, they may be removed. 

3. Where a husband and chosen associate were appointed administrators of 
the estate of the deceased wife of the former, they should not havyé been 
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ousted by the clerk for the reason that at the time the appointment was 
made a writing purporting to be a will was on record and an issue 
devisavit vel non was pending. 


By consent, upon the appeal of the respondents, Morris Meyers and 
Charles A. Webb, administrators of Sarah Ellick Meyers, from the clerk 
of the Superior Court, his Honor Armfield, J., found the facts. 

The court, being of opinion, upon this finding of facts and the 
record, that the action of the clerk of the Superior Court of Bun- (548) 
‘combe County in issuing to the respondents the general letters of 
administration as in cases of intestacy was void for want of jurisdiction, 
affirmed the order of the clerk revoking such een to which the 
respondents excepted and appealed. 


James H. Merrimon for legatees. 
Charles A. Webb for appellants. 


Burwett, J. A husband has a right to administer the estate of bis 
deceased wife, both in the event of her death intestate (The Code, see. 
1376) and also in the event that she leaves a will, but names no one as 
executor. The Code, sec. 2166. 

The script which has been propounded as the will of Mrs. Sarah 
Ellick Meyers does not appoint any one to execute it. _ Therefore, if it 
be found, upon the trial of the issue devisavit vel non, that it is the will, 
that cannot have the effect of depriving her husband of the right to ad- 
minister the estate. Hence, while it is true that there is a contest pend- 
ing, there is no controversy in regard to the right of administration. 
Nor can there be one. The statutory provisions are plain. Little v. 
Berry, 94 N. C., 433. - 

It has been decided by this Court that one who has the prior right to 
administration may transfer that right by appointment. Little v. Berry, 
supra. | | 

If the husband could have lawfully transferred his right to administer 
his wife’s estate to another, he may certainly cause another to be asso- 
ciated with him in the administration. If it was proper to appoint the 
husband, it was proper to appoint the husband and his chosen associate, 
Webb, to be coadministrator. ° 
~ From what has been said, it follows that the husband’s right 
to letters of administration, and the clerk’s power and duty to (549) 
appoint him and his chosen associate to be coadministrator, were ‘ 
not at all affected by the filing and probating in common form of the 
script which purported to be the will of Mrs. Meyers, for, as has been 
noted, that instrument named no one to administer the estate under its 
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provisions. Suttle v. Turner, 53 N. C., 4038, 18 overruled in Little v. 
Berry, 94 N. C., 483. The duties and responsibilities of these adminis-: 
trators are not in any degree changed by the fact that a will has been 
or may be probated that will guide them in their distribution of the 
assets that remain after payment of debts and charges of administration. 
They must take notice of that. The clerk has power to issue orders 
touching the administration, and they must obey. It they are guilty 
of misconduct, they may be removed. 
But they should not have been ousted by tig clerk for the reasons set 
out in the petition upon which his order of removal was founded. 
_ His Honor should have directed the clerk to revoke his order of re- 
moval. It is so ordered. 
Error. 


Cited: Boynton v. Heartt, 158 N. C., 491; In re Shufford, 164 N, Os 
135, 


THE NEW BERN GAS LIGHT COMPANY v. LEWIS MERCER 
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY anp THE NEW BERN 
“SEWERAGE COMPANY. 


Attachment—T ort. 


Where a sewerage construction company, in laying its pipes in a street, punc- 
tured and injured the pipes of a gas company embedded in the streets; 
causing loss to the gas company by the escape of its gas, such an injury 
to property was done as entitled the gas company to an attachment under 
section 3847 of The Code, that section having been amended by chapter 77, . 
Acts 1893, so as to extend the right of attachment to all cases, whether 
the injury is to real or personal property. 


Action brought to the February Term, 1898, of Craven, in 

(550) which plaintiff obtained a writ of attachment against the prop- 

erty of the defendant construction company, under section 347 

of The Code, fer injury to plaintifi’s pipes, which were laid in the 

_ streets of the city of New Bern, and for injury to and destruction of 

the gas of plaintiff, which escaped through the pipes so broken and in- 
jured. 

The clerk of the Superior Court vacated the attachment, but on ap- 
peal by plaintiff, his Honor Bryan, J., reversed the clerk’s order, and 
defendant appealed. 

The defendant contended that the pipes being firmly embedded in the 
streets constituted realty, and that attachment would not lie under sec- 
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tion 347, and that although the gas, admitted to be personal property, 
escaped by the injury to the pipes, and consequential loss accrued to 
plaintiff, for which an action would lie, no injury was done to the gas — 
itself, for which the ancillary remedy of attachment could be obtained. 
Mr. Guion, for the defendant, illustrated his contention as follows: 
“Suppose the subject-matter of the damage to be water, which plaintiff 
conveyed to its consumers by means of similar pipes, and defendant has 
injured a pipe, causing the water to leak out, could 1t be contended that 
there was any injury done to the water? But on the other hand, if any- 
foreign substance had been introduced into the water causing it to 
become polluted, in such event the injury would be to the water, and 
the damage would spring therefrom. Again, suppose defendant should 
break open plaintifi’s stable, permitting plaintiff’s horse to escape there- 
from, could it be concluded that any injury was done to his horse?” 

Chapter 77, Acts of 1893, amended section 347 of The Code, extend- 
ing the right of attachment for injuries to real estate. 


M. DeW. Stevenson for plaintiff. 
O. H. Guion for defendants. 


Per Curtam: Upon careful investigation we are of the opin- (551) 
ion that under the peculiar circumstances of this case, the ruling 
of his Honor refusing to dismiss the attachment should be sustained. 

In view of the recent amendment to section 347 of The Code, extend- 
ing the right of attachment to cases where the injury is to real as well 
as personal property, we do not think an elaborate discussion of the law 
as it previously existed can serve any useful purpose. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: Judd v. Mimng Co., 120 N. C., 399. 


| | (552) 
W. D. SPRAGUE v. LOUISA N. BOND Er At. 


Practice—A ppeal from Interlocutory Order When not Premature— 
Reference to Take Account—Evidence—Issues. 


1. Where on the trial of pleas in bar there was a verdict for plaintiff, and 
an order for an account, an appeal is not premature, for, if the pleas 
should be established, plaintiff would not be entitled to an account, and 
the action would be at an end. 
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2. When a party to an action is allowed to be a witness as to a transaction, 
and is impeached, he may be corroborated by showing that soon after the 
matter occurred he made similar statements or declarations in regard to 
it; but this is only permissible as corroborative and not as substantive 
evidence, and it is the duty of the trial judge, without special instructions 
to that effect, to see that the jury fully understand the use they are per- 
mitted to make of it. 


8. In an action for an account, plaintiff alleged that be had conveyed, by 
absolute deed, to the defendant B, certain lands in consideration of her 
agreement that when the land should be sold plaintiff should have one- 
half of the proceeds, and that the land had been sold and defendant re- 
fused to account, etc. A was allowed to become a party defendant, and 
in her answer alleged that she was the equitable owner of the land, as 
against the plaintiff, by reason of a deed or contract to convey the same, 
dated but not registered before the deed to defendant B, which allegations 
plaintiff. in his reply denied: Held, (1) that A was properly allowed to 
become a party; (2) that the truth of the allegations made by A, and 
controverted by the plaintiff, should be inquired into, and it was error to 
refuse to admit issues framed to cover all the controverted transactions 
between the plaintiff and each of the defendants in relation to the land, 
so that if plaintiff is correct in his allegations an account may be ordered, 

and if the facts alleged by A are found to be true, the court may adjudge 
the rights of the respective claimants and frame the order of reference 
accordingly. 

4, Where the pleadings do not distinctly and unequivocally raise an issue it 
should not be submitted. | 

5. It is competent for a party to testify in regard to transactions that took 
place between himself and an agent of the defendant, within the scope 
of his agency, and also to the declarations of the agent as a part of those 
transactions, and this is so notwithstanding the agent be dead. 


| AVERY and CLARK, JJ., did not sit. 


Action, commenced 10 February, 1890, and tried at Spring Term, 
1893, of Catpwett, before McIver, J., and a jury. 

In his complaint plaintiff alleges that he is entitled to one-half of the 
net proceeds arising from the sale of certain lands lying in Caldwell 
County, as the consideration for the execution of a deed to the defend- 
ant, Louisa N. Bond, for said lands} under an express contract made 
sonvemporancously with the deed with H. F. ong, the agent of L. N. 
Bond, his daughter. 

In her answer the defendant, L. N. Bond, aoe alleges that the 
lands were entered by the plaintiff for her sole benefit, and with her own 
funds, which she supplied to plaintiff through her agent, H. F. Bond. 

At Spring Term, 1891, upon being heard on the pleadings before 
Hoke, J., the plaintiff suffered a nonsuit and appealed. The appeal was 
heard at February Term, 1891, of this Court, and was reported in 108 
N. C., 382. The nonsuit having been set aside, the case resumed its 
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place upon the docket of the lower court. Subsequently Rebecca Bond 
Adams and her husband, L. A. Adams, were allowed to become parties de- 
fendant, and alleged in their petition and answer that the said : 
RR. B. Adams has title to the lands paramount to either that of (553) 
plaintiff or defendant, Louisa N. Bond, by reason of a deed or 
‘contract to convey the lands, made by the plaintiff prior, but not regis- 
tered before his deed to L. N. Bond, and that she is entitled to the pro- 
ceeds of the sale therefor. Plaintiff’s demurrer to the answer being over- 
ruled, he appealed; the cause was heard at September Term, 1892, of 
this Court. (See 111 N. C., 425.) 

At the trial at Spring Term, 1893, one issue only was submitted, 
though several others tendered by defendants, and covering matters al- 
leged and controverted in the pleadings, were refused: 

“Did the plaintiff convey the land described in the complaint by deed 
to defendant, Louisa N. Bond, upon the understanding and agreement 
made at and before the execttion of the said deed with defendant’s 

agent, H. F. Bond, that when sold, after the payment to the plaintiff and 
defendant of the advancements made or the expenses incurred by them 
respectively, that the balance of the proceeds of such sale should be 
equally divided between them; and was such agreement the inducement 
and consideration to the execution of said deed?” 

To which the jury answered “Yes.” 

His Honor being of opinion that on the issue as found by the jury, 
the plaintiff was entitled to an account, made an order referring the 
cause to Harvey Bingham, Esq., to take and state an account, and de- 
fendants appealed. 

‘The other facts are sufficiently adverted to in the opinion of Associate 
Justice Burwell. 


M. Silver and Avery & Ervin for plaintiff. 
S.J. Ervin for defendants. 


BurweE tt, J. The motion to dismiss the appeal must be denied. Clem- 
ents v. Rogers, 95 N. C., 248, is decisive of the point. In that 
action, aS in this, there was a verdict for the plaintiff on the trial (554) 
of the pleas in bar, and an order for an account. An appeal from 
that order was not considered premature, because, if the pleas in bar 
were established, the plaintiff would not be entitled to an account, and 
the action would be at an end. The reason of the rule apphes with full 
force here. | 

Upon the trial certain evidence was offered on plaintiff’s part to cor- 
roborate his own testimony in regard to the matter in controversy, This 
evidence was not competent for any other purpose, consisting, as it did, 
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of declarations made by him soon after the transaction corresponding 
with the statements made by him on the witness stand. When this evi- 
~ dence was offered it was conceded that it was only competent for this 
purpose, and for that purpose alone did his Honor admit it. .Among- 
the instructions asked for by defendants was the following: 

“The evidence of the declarations of the plaintiff in regard to the mat- 
ters in controversy are ‘not substantive evidence of the truth of said mat- 
ters, and are only competent in evidence for the purpose of corroborating 
the witness Sprague, and can only be considered by you for this purpose, 
and you can give it such weight as you think it is entitled to.” 

The case states that this instruction was refused. In this there was 
error that entitled the defendants to a new trial. It is settled by Bullun- 
ger v. Marshall, 70 N. C., 520, that it must follow from a party’s being 
allowed to be a witness that, if his testimony be impeached he may be 
corroborated by showing that he had, soon after the matter occurred, 
made the same statement in regard to it. The rule was there established 
as a necessary corollary of the statute which allowed a party to be a wit- 
ness in his own behalf. The learned Justice who delivered the opinion 
of the Court in that case was evidently loath to yield to this innovation, 
as he considered it, foreseeing, as he no doubt did, that it would be most 

difficult to restrain the effect of such evidence and prevent it 
(555) from operating on the minds of the jury as substantive proof of 

the facts in dispute. Because there is this danger of its exercis- 
- ing an improper influence upon the jury, it is incumbent on the judge 
presiding at the trial where such corroborative evidence is introduced 
to.see to it, even without any request for special instructions, that the 
jury fully understand the use they are permitted to make of it, and we 
must hold that the failure to caution them in this particular when such 
a request is made, as was done by the defendants i entitled them to 
a new trial. 

As this cause, for the reason above stated, must be tried again, we 
deem it proper to say that, upon the allegations made by Mrs. Rebecca 
B. Adams in her pleadinzs filed, we think she is a proper party to this 
action, and that the truth of the allegations made by her and contro- 

verted by plaintiff in his reply should be inquired into. Issues should. 
be framed to cover all the controverted transactions between the plain- 
tiff and each of the defendants, L. N. Bond and R. B. Adams, in rela- 
tion to the land, the proceeds of sale of which are here in dispute, to the 
end that if the facts alleged by the plaintiff are found to be true, an ac- 
count may be ordered; and if the facts alleged by Mrs. R. B. Adams 
are found to be true, the court may be in position to adjudge the rights 
of the respective claimants and to mould the order of reference accord- 
ingly. If, at the time of the alleged contract between the plaintiff and 
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the defendant L. N. Bond, through her agent, H. F. Bond, by the terms 
of which the plaintiff conveyed the land to said defendant in considera- 
tion of her agreement, made for her by her said agent, that when she 
sold the land she would pay to the plaintiff one-half or other part of the 
proceeds, after deducting certain expenses pertaining to the business, the 
defendant Rebecca B. Adams had an equitable interest in said land, or 
a right to call for a deed therefor, which she had acquired from the 
plaintiff, and which she then held and now holds by titles or con- | 
tracts good against him, but not valid against her codefendant, (556) 
Louisa N. Bond, or her vendees, because of want of registration 

or other notice, it would surely be unjust to allow him to take the pro- 
ceeds of the sale and appropriate them to his own use. It seems to us 
that if Mrs. Adams’ allegations are true, the plaintiff, at the time of the 
alleged contract with H. F. Bond, agent, held whatever interest or estate 
he had in the land in trust for Rebecca B. Adams. As between the 
latter and him, if her allegations are true, he had no right to make this 
sale and contract. It was valid between him and L. F. Bond, because 
‘she had no legal notice. But Rebecca B. Adams may ratify that trans- 
fer, contract and subsequent sale, and contest, as she does here, the 
plaintiff’s right to the fund, claiming that, in equity, it is hers. 

It is proper for us to say further, that as the pleadings now stand, 
we do not think that the defendants are entitled to have the first issue 
tendered by them on the late trial, submitted to the jury. The third 
paragraph of their answer, upon the allegations of which this issue is 
founded, does not set out as a fact that the alleged contract, if made as 
stated by plaintiffs, with H. F. Bond, agent, was made to defraud credi- 
_ tors of plaintiff, he being insolvent. Its phraseology seems rather to 
indicate a purpose to assert the high character of Mr. Bond as proof that 
the contract was not made as plaintiff alleges, because, under the cir- 
- cumstances, it might have been a fraud on plaintiff’s creditors, than to 
plead the fact that plaintiff, if he made the alleged contract, was thereby 
intending and contriving to defraud his creditors. If the defendants 
intended to raise such an issue, their allegations should be distinct and 
~ unequivocal. If they state on the trial that such was their purpose, 
- they will no doubt be allowed to amend this paragraph so as to entitle 
them to this issue. 

If it.is admitted or proved that H. F. Bond was the agent of the de- 
fendant L. N. Bond in the negotiations and transactions that 
resulted in her acquisition of the title to lands which she sets up (557). 
in her answer, then it would be competent for the plaintiff to — 
testify in regard to transactions that took place between himself and 
that agent within the scope of his agency, and also to the declarations 
of the aeer as to a part of those transactions. This right of the plain- 
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tiff so to testify is not destroyed or restricted by the death of the agent. 
Howerton v. Lattumer, 68 N. C., 3870. With like restrictions, he may 
testify to transactions with and declarations of H. F. Bond, that con- 
cern Mrs. R. B. Adams, if the latter’s agency for her is proved or ad- 
mitted. Nor can this right so to testify be affected by the deed from 
plaintiff to H. F. Bond, dated in 1873 and registered in 1891, for an 
undivided half of the land, the proceeds of the sale of which are herein 
controverted. The defendants, in their answer, set up no claim to the 
land as heirs of H. F. Bond, but, on the contrary, assert title adverse to 
him. They decline, as it seems to us, to contest with the plaintiff, in 
their capacity as heirs of H. F. Bond, but insist that they can stop his. 
mouth by producing a deed from plaintiff to said Bond, which can have 
no relation to this controversy, except perhaps to throw light for the 
jury upon the subsequent transactions between plaintiff and defendants 
through their agent.. Because, for the reasons heretofore stated, there 
must be a new trial, we do not deem it best to discuss, with more par- 
ticularity, the question presented about the qaniiscion or exclusion of 
evidence. | 

New trial. 


Cited: Wallace v. Griezard, 114 N. C., 4938; Sprague v. Bond, 115 
N. C., 530; Burnett v. R. B., 120 N. C, 518; Watkins v. Mfg. Co., 131 
N. C., 540; Gwaltney v. Assurance Soe., 132 N. C., 929; 8. v. Parker, 
134 N. Cy, 911; Dickens v. Perkins, 1b., 223; Westfeldt ‘ Adams, 1385 
NO. 600; Hall ». Holloman, 136 N. C., 36; Reine. R. R., 147 N.C., 
218 ; Houde v. Rk, R., ATTN. C,, 398; Bank v. Wysong Co., 177 


N. C., 292. 


(558) | 
ANDREW SYME, Apministrator orf THOMAS ROBERSON, DECEASED, 
vy. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Person Walking on Railroad Track—Neghgence—Duty of Engmeer. 


1. Where a person is injured while walking on a railroad track, by an engine 
that he might have seen by looking, the law, as a rule, SADUCeS the injury 
to his own negligence. : , 

2, Where an engineer has no reason to think a person walking on a iiieond 
track in front of a locomotive is other than one possessed of all the usual 
powers of mind and body, he is warranted in assuming that he will step 
off the track and avoid a collision. 

3. In the trial of an action against a railroad company for the negligent 
killing of plaintiff’s intestate it appeared that the track of defendant ran 
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parallel with and in a few feet from that of another company, and that 
the deceased was walking on defendant’s track, commonly used by the 

- public as a walkway, forty or fifty yards in front of an engine and tender 
backing in the same direction which deceased was going; that an engine 
drawing a long freight train on the neighboring track was “exhausting 
heavily” as it passed the deceased; that the accident did not occur in a 
populous part of the city or at a time when such a number of persons were 
using the track as to prevent an individual from readily seeing a moving 
train, and that deceased could have put himself out of danger by stepping 
to the ditch outside the track: Held, (1) that negligence cannot be im- 
puted to the defendant by assuming that its engineer must have seen the 
long freight train and have known the fact that the engine drawing it 
was exhausting heavily so as to render deceased as insensible to the 
approach of defendant’s train as if he had been deaf; (2) that, in such 
ease, it was the duty of the deceased to look as well as listen, and he was 
negligent if he failed to use his eyes as well as his ears, and the defend- 
ant’s engineer was justified: in assuming that deceased had looked, had 
notice of the approach of the engine and tender, and would clear the track 
in time and save himself from: harm; (8) that negligence will not be 
presumed in all cases, even where a railroad violates an ordinance or 
statute by running at a given rate of speed in a town or city, and espe- 
cially when there is no evidence of such ordinance or statute, or where 
it is not shown that the accident occurred in a populous part of the city 
or at a time when, or usually, so many persons were walking on the track 
as to prevent one from readily seeing a moving train, or that all who 
used it as a footway could not secure théir safety by stepping off the 
track, 


Action, prosecuted in forma pauperis by the plaintiff to re- (559) 
cover damages for the wrongful act- and default of defendant in 
causing the death of his intestate, tried in Waxs, at February Term, 
1893, before Brown, J., and a jury. 

The answer admitted the killing, but denied the charges of negligence 
and liability for damages, and set up the defense (1) that deceased negli- 
gently walked on defendant’s track, and though defendant used every 
precaution and gave every necessary signal to alarm deceased and cause 
him to leave the track, he paid no attention to the same, and was un- 
avoidably run over and killed by defendant’s engine; (2) that deceased 
contributed to his own death by his own negligence by getting on the 
track near to the’ engine while the engine was in rapid motion, and 
without attempting to observe its approach, or looking, or listening, 
and negligently remaining upon the track until the engine ran over him, 
and that he lost his life by his own want of ordinary care and prudence. 

On the trial, T. A. Bowen, a witness for plaintiff, testified: “Live in 
the country; work in Raleigh; I came in town by railroad track; de- 
fendant’s track is generally used as a walkway; I have been living where 
I now live six years; great deal of walking done by the public on de- 
fendant’s track leading out of Raleigh to the west. The North Caro- 
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lina Railroad track and the Raleigh and Augusta Air Line track are 
eight or ten feet apart; ties project about eighteen inches further; there 
is a ditch on side of track and embankment runs up; same on both sides; 
no pathway on either side of the tracks. The tracks.of both roads are 
on one bed; Boylan’s bridge spans both roads—the North Carolina and 
the Raleigh and Augusta; the two tracks diverge going east after passing 
under the bridge. The deceased was killed forty or fifty yards west 
of the bridge; I saw the deceased when he was killed; the defendant’s 
engine was coming from the North Carolina Railroad depot, going — 
, west—the tender was ahead and engine backing; Roberson, the 
(560) deceased, was going west; he had a bucket on his left arm. When 
Roberson was struck there was a freight train on the Raleigh 
and Augusta track passing along by the side of the deceased; I was fifty 
yards west of the deceased; I was coming to Raleigh, going east; de- 
ceased was going west. The engine of the Raleigh and Augusta freight 
train was off against me going west when deceased was struck; Raleigh 
and Augusta train had fourteen or fifteen cars, don’t know exactly how 
many. I saw Roberson’s face; it was towards me; he was walking 
briskly up the road towards me; the Raleigh and Augusta freight train 
was making considerable noise; when the engine and tender of defend~ 
ant struck deceased it passed over him and came nearly to a stop about 
. thirty yards from deceased. You can’t see the Raleigh and Augusta 
train from up the road until it comes under the bridge; when I first saw 
defendant’s engine and tender it was east of the bridge; from where en- 
gine and tender was when I first saw it a man could see to where I was; 
the deceased was between me and the said engine. Don’t think a per- 
son can see all the way to North Carolina Railroad depot from bridge; 
distance from bridge to depot 300 to 400 yards. A person on an engine 
on North Carolina road, situated half-way between depot and said 
bridge, can see to and under said bridge. It is possible to see a freight 
train from the Richmond and Danville depot from Hargett Street sta- 
tion to bridge. When I first saw Richmond and Danville engine and 
tender it was thirty-five or forty yards from deceased and had just 
got to bridge; from this point to where deceased was is open and straight, 
and Roberson could have been seen perfectly plain. ° The Raleigh and 
Augusta train was passing by deceased when Richmond and Danville 
engine struck deceased; the Raleigh and Augusta train had, about half 
of it, passed deceased; the freight train and engine and tender were 
running neck and neck. I waved my-hand once or twice to deceased ; 
he did not pay any attention to it. I don’t know whether de- 
(561) ceased stepped over from Raleigh and Augusta track or not; I 
heard the whistle of Richmond and Danville engine very plainly, 
and deceased was between me and engine; I motioned several times to 
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deceased to get out of way and he did not do so. There was plenty of 
room on the outside of Richmond and Danville or of North Carolina 
track for deceased to have stepped off; there was room on side of em- 
bankment and in the ditch, which was two feet deep; I stepped in ditch 
and was not hurt; engine passed me before it stopped; I was on same 
track as Roberson. If deceased had been on Raleigh and Augusta track 
there was room on outside of that track for deceased to have stepped 
off and saved himself. I heard whistle of engine of defendant blow 
twice, plainly; engine had been slowed down before it struck deceased, 
- because it stopped about thirty yards after it passed him and after it 
passed me. Buck Howell was on same track between me and Roberson; 
when engine blew Howell also got off track and so did I; deceased did 
not; both of us were farther from Richmond and Danville or North 
Carolina engine than deceased. At the time Richmond and Danville 
engine blew, the Raleigh and Augusta engine was just about up in 
front of me; the train was passing Howell and also deceased.” 
George Davis: “Live in fourth ward of Raleigh; Roberson was killed 
about 6:30 a.m. on 9 October, 1891; I was ahead of him going west on 
North Carolina track; I saw freight train on Raleigh and Augusta 
track; was about 170 feet ahead of Roberson; did not see deceased when 
he my on track or when he was killed; I was going on up the road west; 
the Raleigh and Augusta train was oane west. J heard engine on North 
Carolina track blow three times; it was then going west, I looked back 
and saw nothing between me and the engine; I thought it was blowing 
for me to get off; I was right smart distance ahead of North Carolina 
engine. I am certain I saw no one between me and that engine; 
I stepped off on outside in ditch and engine passed me; I got (562) 
on track again and looked back and saw something on track; it 
was Thomas Roberson, dead; his whole body was between the rails; 
there was a hole in his head and his foot cut off; his head was towards 
the east. The engine on the North Carolina Railroad did-not stop; as 
it passed me it was running fast—thirty to thirty-five miles an hour; 
the shifting engine on the North Carolina track was going faster than, 
Raleigh and Augusta freight train. When I started on the track Thomas 
Roberson got on the track behind me and I started in same direction 
that he did. From Boylan’s bridge and one hundred yards east of it a 
person could see straight ahead to Cox Avenue, nearly three-fourths of 
a mile. There was room on outside of North Carolina track to get off 
‘in ditch, just as I did. When I heard engine blow on North Carolina 
track the train on Raleigh and Augusta track was passing me, and the 
engine of that train had got beyond me going west. 
Cross-examination.—The freight was running pretty foe eane- ex- 
actly say how fast it was running—about fifteen miles an hour; I met 
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two men coming towards city walking in. ditch, one behind the other; 
they were thirty yards from bridge west; the engine on the Raleigh and 
Augusta track was pulling fourteen cars and was coming under bridge 
when I first saw it;. it was exhausting very heavily; did not see Rich- 
mond and Danville engine when I first saw Air-Line train; I looked 
back to see if Raleigh and Augusta train was on track I was on; I saw 
aman on the track behind me; I had got only a few steps before Raleigh 
and Augusta engine passed me; it was good daylight; could see very 
plainly; the engine on North Carolina road was not far from the bridge 
when I heard it blow; it had just passed under bridge going west and ‘ 
then blew not far from the bridge.” 
The defendants introduced the following evidence: 
A. F. Fowler: “I am a shifting engineer on the Rickincnd and 
(563) Danville Railroad. On 9 October, 1891, when the man Roberson 
was killed, I had started out from depot for lantern lights on 
switch-targets; I did not stop until I passed over deceased; at Boylan’s 
bridge I first saw deceased ; he was not on our track, he was coming from 
Raleigh and Augusta track and got on ours; he was going west and got 
.on. under bridge. As soon as I saw him get on track I told the fireman 
to ring the bell, he did so; I blew whistle, short, sharp blows—the danger 
signal; as soon as I saw he did not notice signal: I reversed engine at 
_ once t the risk of bursting out cylinder;,[ threw steam on the reverse 
‘to stop the quicker, and applied the brakes. When he first got on the 
-track I did not stop engine because I supposed he would obey signal and 
-get off as I blew and rang bell; as soon-as I saw he did not notice signal 
I used every appliance to stop. The engine came nearly to a stop just 
after passing over body after running about the length of the engine. 
After I saw I had passed over body I went on and got switch-lights and 
-came back for body; I was going twelve miles per hour when I reversed; 
‘I got to body and laid it one side and sent for coroner. 
Cross-examination.—I am still employed by the Richmond and Dan- 
-ville Railroad; I was looking the way I was going (witness showed how 
he was ares with face towards the side, and leaning back out of win- 
.dow, in which position he could readily see in the direction the engine was 
going), and was sitting on my seat; my body was facing towards engine 
cand I looked out window with head out looking west, the direction I was 
-going, and my hand on throttle. I don’t know whether seat is higher 
than tender or not; I was about thirty yards from bridge when the en- 
gine of the Raleigh and Augusta train went under bridge. The de 
_ceased had just then stepped upon our track, and I then blew, and fire- 
-man rang bell. Our freight train from Greensboro was due at 6:45 or 
6:47 am. I suppose I was thirty yards from deceased when I 
(564) commenced blowing whistle; when I first saw deceased, he was 
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about fifty yards off, coming from Raleigh ‘and Augusta track 
where it comes away from our track; the deceased could have seen my 
engine and which way it was going before he got on our track; he must 
have been about twenty yards from our track. It requires about twenty- 
five or thirty yards to stop my engine; I blew whistle as soon as he got 
on our track, and continued to blow; I had fifteen minutes to go and 
get switch-lights and get back before our freight was due; this was 
plenty of time. Raleigh and Augusta train went on; I never did pass 
it. The body was about twenty-five yards from bridge when struck, I 
think; it was about thirty yards from bridge when we got hold of body; 
it was about twenty-five yards from bridge east when I first saw de- 
ceased, and blew, and rang bell; I did not stop at first, but blew and 
rang bell. As soon as I saw that deceased did not notice this, I had got 
nearer him, about twenty yards or so from him, can’t tell exactly; then 
{ reversed engine and applied brakes; the engine passed nearly over the 
body before coming to a stop; I saw the man had been struck before I 
could stop. I started up to get lights, as ordered, before freight could 
get there, and I came back at once, and removed the body. If deceased 
had stopped under the bridge, between tlie two tracks, there was plenty 
of room, and he would not have been hurt.” 
Upon the conclusion of the evidence his Honor intimated that he 
_ would charge the jury that, upon the whole evidence, there was no view 
of it in which plaintiff would be- entitled to recover. Upon which inti- 
mation the plaintiff submitted to a nonsuit, and appealed. 


W. N. Jones and Battle é Mordecai for plaintiff. 

Busbee & Busbee for defendant. 7 

Avery, J. - Counsel] for plaintiff did not contend that the in- 
_testate was deficient in any of his senses, or wanting in physical (565) 
‘power or mental faculties, and if they had there would have been 
no evidence to support the contention. A priori, the engineer had no 
reason to think him other than a. man possessed of all of the usual 
powers of mind and body, and was warranted in assuming that he would 
step off the track and avoid a collision, until it was too late to save him. 
McAdoo v. R. R., 105 N. C., 145; High v. Ra R., 112 N. C., 885. When 
a person is injured while walking on a railroad track by an engine that | 
he might have seen by looking, the law, as a rule, imputes the injury to 
his own negligence. Meredith v. R. R., 108 N. C., 616; Norwood v. — 
R. R., 111 N. C., 236. There being no testimony tending to bring this 
case within any exception to the general rule, we are of the opinion that 
there was no evidence of want of ordinary care on the part of the de- 
© fendant, while, in any aspect of the case, the plaintiff’s intestate was 
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negligent in getting upon the track in front of the engine without looking, 
and exposing his person to injury, when he might have seen that it was 
approaching and have avoided the collision by stepping off the track, 
We cannot yield to the ingenious suggestion of the able counsel for 

the plaintiff that the engineer must have seen the long freight train 
and known the fact that the engine was “exhausting heavily,” so as to 
render intestate so insensible to the approach of the other train as if he 
had been deaf, and that therefore the defendant’s engineer was negligent 
in not attempting earlier to. stop the engine. But it was the duty of 
intestate to look, as well as listen, under the circumstances, and he was 
negligent if he failed to use his eyes as well as his ears. McAdoo’s case, 
supra. On the other hand, the engineer was justified in assuming that 
intestate had looked, had notice of his approach, and would clear the 

track in ample time to save himself from harm. Even when a 
(566) railroad company violates a statute or an ordinance by running 

at a given rate of speed in a town or city, negligence will not be 
_ presumed in all cases. 2 Wood R. R., 1097, and note. But in our case 
there was no evidence of the existence of a town ordinance, nor was any 
statute forbidding such running cited by. counsel. And, no matter.what 
the speed of the engine may have been, it did not appear that the acci- 
dent occurred in a populous part of the city, or where there was at the 
time, or usually, such a number of persons using the track that an indi- | 
vidual walking upon it.would not be able readily to see a moving train, 
‘ or that all who used it as a footway could not secure their safety by 
stepping off of the track. On the contrary, the undisputed evidence is 
that the plaintiff’s intestate had but to step to the ditch to place himself 
beyond the pale of danger, whether he was walking on the Raleigh and 
- Augusta Railroad track or that of the North. Caroleny Railroad. 

We think that the judgment should be 

Affirmed. ‘ 


Cited: Neal v. R. R., 126 N. C., 688, 645; Bessent v. R. R., 
132 N. C., 941; Pharr v. R. R., 188 N. C., 614; Crenshaw v. R. B., 
144 N. C., 329, 393; Beach v. R. R., 148. N. C., 165, 166; Eeum v. 
R. R., 154 N. C.,, 411; Patterson v. Power Co., 160 N. C.,, ee 
Talley v. R. R., 168 N. ©., 577; Abernathy v. RK. R., 164 N. C., 
Ward v. R. R., 167 N. C., "161, 154; Davis v. R. R., 170 N. C,, fe 
Horne v. f. R., 1b., 656; McMullan v. BR. h., 172 N. on 855. 
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E. W. WARD y. WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


- Damages—N egligence—Railroad Company—Kulling Stock—-Obstruc- 
trons on Right of Way. 


Tt is the duty of a railroad company to remove such growth, whether of 
shrubs, trees or grain, as is calculated to obstruct the view of its engi- 
neers, to the outer bank of the side ditches of its roadbed; and when, by 
reason of such growth between the track and the side drain, a horse was 
concealed from the view of the engineer, and got upon the track in front 
of the moving- train and was Killed, the railroad company was negligent 
and liable, although, after seeing the horse on track, the engineer did all 
he could to avoid the collision. 


Action to recover the value of a certain horse alleged to have 
been negligently killed on defendant’s road, tried by Winston, J., (567) 
and a jury, at Spring Term, of Punprr. 

The following issues were ‘submitted to the jury: 

“1. Did the defendant, by its negligence in moving its cars and en- 
gine, kill the horse of the plaintift?” | 

To which the jury responded, “Yes.” | 

“9, If ‘Yes,’ what damage has the plaintiff sistainied thereby ?” 

To which the jury responded, “$75.” 

The defendant requested the court to charge the jury: 

“1, If the jury believe that the engineer, as soon as he could by look- 
ing out and being on the watch, discovered the horse, and then used all 
the efforts at his command to stop the train, and could not do so in time 
to keep from striking the horse, then the defendant was not guilty of 
negligence, and the plaintiff could not recover.” 

“9, If the jury believe that the engineer was prevented from .seeing 
the horse, had he beén on the careful lookout, by the weeds and bushes 
growing upon the right of way not in the actual use of the company, 
and on the side of the road on which the horse was killed, and the horse. 
suddenly emerged therefrom, and got upon the track in front of the ap- 
proaching train, and the engineer did all he could to prevent the eol- 
lision, and the horse was killed, then the prima: facie case in favor of 
the plaintiff would be rebutied, and the jury should find the first issue 

in favor of the defendant.” 
_ The court gave the second instruction as asked for by the defendant, 
but modified the instruction asked for by the defendant, and numbered 
above “1,” by adding to said first instruction the following: | 

“But if the jury should find from the testimony that the defendant 
carelessly and negligently suffered and permitted bushes and weeds to 
grow on its right of way, between the railroad track and the rail- 
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_ (568) road ditch to drain the roadbed, which ditch in this case is testi- 
| fied to be in about three or four feet of said track; and if the 
jury shall further find that said weeds and bushes were tall enough to 
hide the horse from the engineer, and did hide the same until it was too 
late to stop the train and prevent the destruction; and if the jury shall 
in addition believe that the horse was killed because he was concealed 
by the bushes and weeds as aforesaid, and but for the same would not | 
have been killed, then the defendant is negligent. The defendant is not 
required to clear the right of way outside of the said drain or ditch, 
and if the horse was killed because of being concealed in bushes or weeds 
growing beyond said limits, the defendant is not negligent.” 

There was no exception by defendant that there was no evidence to 
which the modification of the instruction made by the court to the first 
instruction asked by the defendant was applicable. 

Ward, the plaintiff, testified “that in July, 1888, or June, his horse 
was killed by the defendant railroad; heard Shoo-Fly train blow like 
something on track; horse had broken loose and was at large; began to 
blow one-half mile from where horse was killed; killed at 11 o’clock in 
day; saw track of plow-line that horse dragged along the railroad; 
Shoo-Fly backed back to horse after killing him; horse lying on em- 
bankment in two and a half feet of cross-ties; tracked the horse by ac- 
tual steppings half-mile on the railroad; on east side of railroad, and 
on the right of way, were bushes; west side, none now. You can see a 
horse 1,600 or 1,700 yards plainly where horse killed. Tracks made 

by a horse walking,” 
Knight, the engineer: “Remember killing ‘ii horse; had an engine 
and two coaches; can stop a long train of coaches easier than short 
train ; forty or fifty yards from horse when I first saw him; was 
(569) on the lookout, and could not see him sooner; bushes four or five 
_ feet high grow there in four or five feet of track: curved track 
there; hit horse on rump before he got on track; I blew whistle, ‘applied 
air- brakes reversed engine; we had good meen: all right: blew 
whistle at crossing, and also.two or three times before hitting the horse; 
had no time to blow more; running at schedule rate, twenty-five to 
thirty-five miles an hour, and on schedule time; did all in power to stop — 
train, and could not; could not stop under 200 yards; ran 150 yards 
beyond horse; bushes hid the horse from my sight; bushes growed on 
edge of railroad drain and on inside of it next to track; could not see 
horse for those bushes; ditch two and a half to three feet deep, four 
or five feet wide, and in three or four feet of railroad track; rope 
around horse’s neck cut by my car-wheels.” 

There was other evidence tending to soneghOrate the plaintift and the 

engineer, not deemed necessary to be sent up. 
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There being no objection to the sufficiency of evidence, all of it is not 
sent. 

The defendant excepted to the additions and qualifications made by 
the court to his first prayer for instructions. : 

There was verdict and judgment for plaintiff, and defendant ap-_ 
_ pealed. 


Howie & Haywood for defendant. 
. No counsel contra. 


Avery, J. The defendant’s engineer testified that the bushes which 
hid the horse from his view grew “‘on the inside” of the “railroad drain” 
and “next to the track.” It was held on the former appeal in this case 
to be the duty of railroad companies to remove such growth, whether 
of shrubs, trees or grain, as was calculated to obstruct the view of their 
engineers, to the outer bank of the side ditches, or from all of 
the ground of which they assumed actual dominion for corporate (570): 
purposes. Ward v. fh. &., 109 N. C., 358; Hinkle v. be R., 109 
N.C., 472. | 

In making the addition and qualification of the instruction asked, to 
which defendant excepted, the judge below stated the law applicable to 
the testimony of the defendant’s witness, Knight, and substantially as 
announced mee this court in the opinion referred to. There was, there- 
fore, 

No error. 


Cited: Tate v. Groanshore:. 114.N.C,, 411; Black v. R. R., 115 N. Cs 
(673; Blue v. R. R., 117 N. C., 649; Shields v. ’R. R.,129 N. C., 4: Coie: 
son v. Lumber Co., 1381 N. ©, 591. 


A. BORDEN et a, v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Contract—Unilateral Error—Evidence. 


1. Where there has been no misrepresentation, and where there is no am- 
biguity in the terms of the contract, a party to it cannot be allowed to 
evade the performance of it by the simple statement that he has made a 
mistake. If, however, a proposal by one evidently contains a mistake the 
other cannot, by snapping at it, be permitted to take advantage of the 
error. 
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2. Where a local freight agent of defendant railroad company made a written 
offer to ship cotton between two points at 6914 cents per hundred for 
plaintiff, who at once, and in writing, accepted the offer, and it was con- 
ceded that the said local agent was authorized to make such proposal on 
the part of the defendant, and the agent plainly and unequivocally ex- 
pressed what he understood to be the price to be charged for garrying 
cotton, and there was no misunderstanding between the plaintiff and the 
agent as to any of the terms of the alleged contract; and it appeared 
that, by an error in the. transmission of a telegram from the general 
freight agent to the local agent, “8914” was changed to “6914”: Held, 
(1) that the contract was binding on defendant company, notwithstanding 
the mistake; (2) that in an action by the shipper (who had paid the 
larger rate under protest) to recover the difference between the two 
rates, all evidence in regard to plaintiffs’ purchase of cotton was irrele- 
vant, and plaintiff was entitled to recover. 


Action, tried before Brown, J., and a jury, at April Term, 
(571) 18938, of Wayne. 

The plaintiffs complained for damages for the nonfulfillment 
of a contract. of affreightment between Goldsboro and Liverpool, alleg- 
ing that the defendant agreed to transport five hundred bales of cotton 
for plaintiffs between those points at a rate of sixty-nine and a half 
cents per one hundred pounds and afterwards declined to do so, but 
charged eighty-nine and a half cents, which latter amount plaintiffs paid 
under protest, and brought suit to recover the difference between eighty- 
nine and a half cents and sixty-nine and a half cents. — 

Defendant admitted that its agent at Goldsboro quoted a rate of sixty- 
nine and a half cents on 20 October, 1891, and that plaintiffs accepted 
it, but allege that this rate was quoted by a mistake of a telegraph pp 
tor, as appears in the evidence. 

The plaintiffs introduced the following paper, the genuineness of 
which was adantited = 


“GortpsBoro, N. C., 20 October, 1891. 

“Mr. Borden: Good ani Saturday; can ace five hundred bales © 

Goldsboro to Liverpool at sixty-nine and a half cents per one hundred 
pounds. November sailing. 


“6916 accepted. | 7 0. M. Luvisrer. 
TK Be | 


It was proved that C. M. Levister was the local agent of the defend- 


ant at Goldsboro and was the usual person through whom freight rates 
were communicated to cotton dealers and others in Goldsboro. 
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Defendant introduced S. G. Freer, the operator in the office of J. H. 
Drake, general freight agent at Richmond, Va., and proved that by 
direction of said J. H. Drake, on 19 October, 1891, he sent from Rich- 
mond, Va., to the relay station, Keysville, Va., the following telegram: 


“RicHmonp, Va., 19 October, 1891. (572) 
“C, M. Levister, Goldsboro, N. C. | 
“Good until Saturday night; can place aa hundred bales Goldsboro 


to Liverpool eighty-nine and a half cents. 
“J. A. Drax.” 


This was sent to J. A. Thompson, operator at Keysville. The tele- 
graph line was operated by Richmond and Danville Railroad Com- 
pany. Mr. Thompson testified that he was the operator at Keysville 
and that he received this dispatch, but by some mistake, which he could 
not account for, the message was received by him and sent to Goldsboro 
in the following form: 


“RICHMOND. 


“O, M. Levister: Good until next Saturday night; can place five hun- 
dred bales Goldsboro to Liverpool sixty-nine and a half cents. 

“J. H. Drags.” 

Mr. J. H. Drake testified that he was the general freight agent of the 
Richmond and Danville Railroad Company in October, 1891, and alone 
authorized to make rates for ocean shipments, ete. That on 19 October, 
1891, he authorized the transmission of the rate of eighty-nine and a 
half cents, Goldsboro to Liverpool. 

Local agents are not authorized to give rates for transportation to 
foreign ports. They must apply to me. Upon cross-examination the 
witness testified that he sent the rates through the local agents; that _ 
such is the custom, unless merchant applies to him direct. 

C. M. Levister testifies that “he was in October, 1891, agent at Golds- 
boro; that he received telegram No. 3, quoting rate sixty-nine and a 
half cents, on 19 October, and on 20 October made the offer, Exhibit 
No. 1, which was accepted by Arnold Borden at that time. Borden de- 
livered the first lot of cotton 26 October, 1891, and then on to 31 Octo- 
ber. I issued him a bill of lading at eighty-nine and a half 
cents. I notified him before any cotton was delivered that we (57 3) 
could not take cotton at sixty-nine and a half cents per one hun- 
dred pounds, and that there was an error in the rate as first quoted. 

“On 20 October I sent following a to J. H. Drake: 
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ans . 
“«T. H. Drake, Richmon re GoxpsBoro, 20 October, 1891. 


“Arnold Borden accepts room and rate, 6914 cents, for five hundred 
bales cotton, Goldsboro, N. C., to Liverpool, England. Advises engage- 
ment number, ete. Also wire quick if we can offer room for five hun- 
dred more bales at same rate. _ « RECO AE Ta ees. 


“9:30 4.m. F.C. &M. P. 
‘10:50 p.m.’ 
“And on 21 or 29 October I received this reply: 


“OC, M. Levister: 

— Your wire of the 20th: We have no record whatever of having 
quoted 6914-cent rate on cotton from Goldsboro to Liverpool. Give me 
full information. Answer. | J. Dean 


“On the next day I received this telegram: 
“ “93 October, 1891. 
“"C. M. Levistor, Goldsboro, N. C.: 
a ‘Telegram of the 19th quoted rate of 89144 cents per hundred pounds 
to Liverpool on cotton, and not 6972. We cannot contract for cotton at 
less than 8914 cents. | “J. W Draxn?’ 


“This telegram of 22d is first positive information I had that the 
6914 cent rate was a mistake. 
“YT don’t remember telling plaintiff anything on the 21st. As 
(574) soon as I received this telegram (No. 6), I called Borden’s at- 
tention to it. It is dated 22 October. I showed it as soon as I 
received it. I might not have received it until late on 22d, and showed 
it next morning. When I received this message of 22d, and showed it 
to Borden, I notified him for the first time that the 691, rate was a 
mistake, and I would not receive it at less than 8914.” 
The defendant asked his Honor to charge that there was never a con- 
- tract or a coming together of the minds of plaintiffs and defendant to 
ship cotton at 6914 cents per one hundred pounds, to Liverpool, but that 
as the error was that of defendant’s agent, the defendant was obliged 
to indemnify plaintiffs against actual loss. That as plaintiffs had not — 
shown the price at which the cotton was sold, and had not shown or at- 
tempted to show any loss, they were entitled to recover nominal damages 
only. That defendant was not obliged to pay plaintiffs any profit plain- 
tiffs would have made on the reduced price for freight on cotton. 
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_ His Honor refused the instructions, and charged the jury that the 
plaintiffs were entitled to recover the difference as claimed in the com- | 
plaint between 8944 cents per one hundred pounds and the rate quoted 
by Levister of 6914 cents per one hundred pounds on five hundred bales, 
the amount being admitted to be $__----. 

- The defendant excepted from the refusal to charge and to the charge 
as given. | 

The issues and responses were as follows: 

“1. Did the defendant contract with plaintiffs on 20 October, 1891, 
to receive and ship five hundred bales of cotton to Liverpool at 691% 
cents per one hundred pounds, as alleged by plaintiffs ?” 

“Ves. 2? 

“2. Was this contract made by defendant’s agent at Goldsboro at the 
rate of 6914 cents in consequence of a mistake made by defend- 
ant’s operator at Keysville in transmitting a telegram, as alleged (575) 
by defendant ?” | 

eV as. ? 

“3. Did defendant refuse to receive and ship said cotton at’ 6914 
cents ?” 

“Veg.” 

“4. What damage are plaintiffs entitled to recover ?” 

“$483.39.” 

There were no exceptions to issues. 


Allen & Dortch and Aycock & Damels for plaintiffs. 
Busbee & Busbee for defendant. 


ee J. It is conceded that the local agent of the defendant at 
Goldsboro made a written offer to ship for the plaintiff five hundred 
bales of cotton to Liverpool in November, 1891, and that the said agent 
was authorized to make such a proposal on the part of the defendant, 
and that plaintiff at once accepted this offer, his acceptance being also 
in writing. Furthermore, it seems to be conceded that the said agent 
plainly and unequivocally expressed what he understood to be the price 
to be charged by the defendant company for the transportation of the 
cotton, and there was no misunderstanding between the plaintiff and the 
agent as to any of the terms of the alleged contract. 

Now it is evident that, if the agent is considered, not as the mere 
mouthpiece of the defendant corporation, through whom the intention 
of its higher officers in this matter was to be simply communicated to 
the plaintiff, but as its authorized contracting agent—its alter ego in this 
affair—there was no error or mistake at alJl, much less one that would 
prevent the written proposal and its-written i nom constituting 
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a valid contract, by the plain terms of which each party would be bound. 
In this view of the matter there was no variance between the intention 

‘of the defendant and the expression of that intention. The con- 
(576) tracting agent expressed in unequivocal language exactly what 

he intended to express. The plaintiff accepted the offer thus 
made to him. The defendant cannot escape liability on this contract 
by asserting that its agent would not have so conducted himself if he 
had known at that time what he was afterwards informed of. And it 
might well be insisted on the part of the plaintiff that, in the absence 
of notice to the contrary, he had a right to assume that that agent had 
power to act for his principal in this matter, and that defendant should 
not be allowed to dispute that authority. — 

Passing by that question and assuming, for the sake of argument, that 
the local agent at Goldsboro was the mere mouthpiece or spokesman of 
the defendant in this matter, and that plaintiff knew this fact, then we 
have here a variance between the intention of the proposer (the defend- 
ant) and the expression of that intention. There was an error in the 
expréssion of the defendant’s intention, but that error was unknown to 
the plaintiff. He had no good reason to suspect that the writing sub- 
mitted to him did not correctly express the intention of the defendant. 
He did not “snap up” an offer which he knew or suspected was erro- 
neously expressed. He merely accepted a plainly expressed proposition. 
In the view of the matter we are now taking, the question, then, is: I, 
in the expression of the intention of one of the parties to an alleged 
contract, there is error, and that error is unknown to and unsuspected 
by the other party, is that which was so expressed by the one party and 
agreed to by the other a valid and binding contract, which the party 
not in error may enforce? The law is well settled, says Mr. Lawson 
in his work on Contracts, sec. 206, that a man is bound by an agreement 
to which he has expressed his assent in unequivocal terms, uninfluenced 
by falsehood, violence or oppression, and it judges of an agreement be- 
tween two persons exclusively from those expressions of their intention 

which are communicated between them. And Wharton, in his 
(577) work on the same subject, sec. 196, quotes from Tamplin v. James, 

L. R., 15 Ch. Div., 215, this general rule, as he denominates it: 
“Where there has been no misrepresentation, and where there is no 
ambiguity in the terms of the contract, the defendant cannot be allowed 
to evade the performance of it by the simple statement that he has made 
a mistake. But,’ he adds, “where a proposal evidently contains a mis- 
take, an acceptor, by snapping at it, will not be permitted to take ad- 
- vantage of the mistake.” In section 202a he announces the rule thus: 
“A unilateral mistake of expression of one party cannot be set up by him 
as a ground for rescinding a contract or for resisting its enforcement, 
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when his language was accepted by the other party in its natural sense. 
But when the blunder made by the proposer is obvious, an acceptor will 
not be allowed, by catching it up, to take an unfair advantage.” An 
essential bilateral error as to the nature of a contract avoids it, if based 
upon such error, but a unilateral error will not have that effect. Bishop 
Contracts, secs. 701 and 702. “It would open the door to fraud if such 
a defense was to be allowed. It is said that it is hard to hold a man to 
a bargain entered into under a mistake, but we must consider the hard- 
ship on the other side.” Tamplin v. James, supra. We must consider 
also that “one of the remarkable tendencies of the English Common Law 
upon all subjects of a general nature is to aim at practical good rather 
than theoretical perfection, and to seek less to administer justice in all 
possible cases than to furnish rules which shall secure it in the common 
course of human business.” 1 Story E. Jur., sec. 111. 

We think, therefore, that all evidence in regard to plaintiff’s purchase 
of the cotton was irrelevant. He had a valid contract for its shipment 
at 6914 cents. His rights thereunder could not be affected by a notice 
that the defendant’s agent had been misinformed, as we have seen. 

Hence, we need not consider the exception faker by the defend-. 
ant to the admission of exclusion of evidence relating to that (57 8) 
part of the controversy. Under the law as we hold it to be, it~ 
being admitted that the plaintiff had been required to pay more than 
the contract price for the shipment of his cotton, he was entitled, as his 
Honor held, to recover the difference between the sum so paid and the 
contract price. 


Affirmed. 


Crark, J., (dissMting). The evidence is not controverted that the 
local agent at Goldsboro did not have authority to quote rates of freight 
from that point to Liverpool (passing, as the freight must, over so 
many lines besides that for which he was agent); that the general agent 
at Richmond, in reply to an inquiry from local agent, quoted a rate of 
891% cents, and that by some error in transmission by telegraph this was 
received at Goldsboro as 6914 cents, and so quoted to the plaintiffs. 

The mistake having been made by an agent or an employee of the 
railroad company, it is bound, but only to the extent that the plaintiffs 
had been misled and damaged by having acted upon it before the mistake 
was corrected, which was done promptly—as soon as the general agent 
had notice of ae mistake which had been made in the transmission of 
the message. 

If, by reason of the supposed reduction of the rate from 8914 cents to 
6914 cents, the plaintiffs had, before correction of the mistake, sold 
cotton in Liverpool at less than the market price, which is very im- 
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probable, or had bought cotton somewhat above the market rate in Golds- 
boro, which is possible, to whatever extent they had been thus damaged 
by relying upon the correctness of the dispatch they are entitled to com- 
pensation. There was no offer on the part of the railroad company 
through its general agent, who alone was authorized to speak for it, 
to carry at 6914 cents. The local agent did not even hold him- 
(579) self out as having authority. He merely reported the query of 
defendant to the general agent and communicated his reply to 
the plaintiffs. There was no offer by the defendant, by accepting which 
a contract was made between the parties. There was simply an er- 
roneous message delivered to the plaintifis by an agency used by the 
defendant. The plaintiffs’ right to recover is not based upon a breach 
of contract on the part of defendant, for it made none at 8914 cents, 
nor offered to make it. The right to recover is based upon the mistake 
made by the agent in delivering a message, which the plaintiffs had a 
right to rely upon till corrected, and to the extent that they were so 
misled and damaged by reliance upon the supposed message they are 
entitled to recover, but no further. This damage was not necessarily 
and not even probably the difference between 8914 cents and 6914 cenis, 
but only the lower price at which the plaintiffs sold, or at the higher 
price at which they bought by reason of supposing they had gotten 20 
cents per hundred pounds off of the usual rate of freight, and this not 
on the 500 bales, but on only so much thereof as they had bought or sold 
before the correction of the error was made known to them. This is - 
the measure of plaintiff’s loss, and not the value of the good bargain they 
thought they had made. There was no contract at 694 cents. The 
mind of the defendant never entered into such. There was a mistake 
of the agent used in transmitting the message, @nd the loss caused 
thereby should be borne, not by the party who in good faith relied on it, 
but by the party who employed such agency. 

The principle is only bound by the acts of its agents within the scope 
of their agency. The scope of Drake’s agency at Richmond was to con- 
tract for rates. He made no offer at 6914 cents. He made no mistake. 
He has done nothing that fixes any contractual liability upon the de- 
fendant. Yet, he is the only one who could have done so. The scope 

of the agency of the telegraph operator at Chase City, who, it 
(580) seems, made the mistake, was not to make contracts, but to trans- 

mit messages. The defendant is only bound by his acts within 
the scope of its agency. Whatever damage the plaintiffs sustained by 
the mistake in relaying the message, the principal, the defendant. com- 
pany, is liable for, but not for a breach of a contract, since that agent 
could not make a contract, if he had offered to do so, and certainly 
could not by making a mistake. In relaying the message he inadvertently 
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took or erroneously transmitted six dots (......), the telegraphic mark 
for six, instead of a dash and four dots (—....), the sign for eight. 
This mistake of a dash for two dots, was, so to speak, a lapsus penne 
on his part. It was no mistake on the part of the contracting agent. 
The learning about unilateral mistakes.has, therefore, no bearing, for 
there was no mistake on either side to the contract. The two sides 
simply never agreed. The defendant offered 8914 cents, the plaintifis 
thought they were accepting 691% cents. oe 

Take a homely example. A landowner has an overseer; who is au- 
thorized to employ hands. The overseer sends a message by one of his 
employees to some one that he will give him employment for a year at 
$10 per month. By reason of carelessness, drunkenness or stupidity, the 
messenger says the overseer will give $30 per month. Could it be con- 
tended that the landowner must pay for a year three times the usual 
price for an ordinary farm hand? Not at all. He is bound by the act 
of his overseer, who is authorized to hire hands, in the absence of col- 
lusion and the like. But as to the messenger, the principal is bound by 
_ his mistake only to the extent of the damages actually suffered by the 
other party, by relying upon the message before 1¢ 1s corrected. In 
the present case it does not appear whether the telegraph line was op- , 
- erated by the defendant’s agents and employees, or by an independent 
company. Nor does it make any difference to the plaintiffs, as the 
telegraph agency acted for the defendant, who is liable for 
damages caused by its mistake. If the telegraph line was op- (581) 
erated by a telegraph company, the defendant could recover of 
it what damages it has to pay plaintiffs by reason of its mistake in 
transmission. But that does not affect this question, which is as to the 
measure of damages the defendant must pay by reason of the mistake. 
The court should have instructed the jury, as prayed by the defendant, 
“that there was never a contract or coming together of the minds of 
plaintiffs and defendant to ship cotton at 6944 cents per 100 pounds to 
Liverpool, but that as the error was that of defendant’s agent the de- 
fendant was obliged to indemnify the plaintiffs against actual loss,” 
and that “the defendant was not, obliged to pay plaintiffs any profit 
plaintiffs would have made on the reduced price for freight on cotton.” 


Cited: Norton v. R. R., 129 N. C., 934; Efird v. Tel. Co., 132 N. C., 
270; Waters v. Annuity Co., 144 N. C., 669. 
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(582) 
NATT ATKINSON v. THE ASHEVILLE STREHT RAILWAY COMPANY. 


Corporation—F'ranchis Pa ollateral Attack—Appeal—P ee 


1. Where a license to lay down a railway track on certain streets mentioned 
was granted by a city to ‘“F. and his associates, to be known as the A. 
Company,” who could act as a corporation only upon duly taking out 
letters of incorporation or obtaining a legislative charter, the question 

whether such incorporation has been duly obtained or whether those 

parties have attempted to exercise corporate functions without it cannot 

be raised in an action by one who, claiming to be the owner of the fran- 

chise, seeks to have an assignment of the same to defendant company set 
aside and to enjoin the company from operating under it. 

2. City authorities are empowered to issue license for the laying down a 

_ street railway track upon the streets of the city, and for the operation 
of the railway. 

3. Where a complaint alleged that the plaintiff, being the owner of a license 
to build and operate a street railway, assigned it in escrow to M., who, in 
breach of the trust reposed in him, assigned it to defendant corporation, 

who is endeavoring to act under it, and plaintiff seeks to have the assign- | 
ment set aside and the defendant enjoined from operating the road: 
Held, that it was error to dismiss the action on the ground that the com- 
plaint did not set out a cause of action. 

4, Where the case on appeal, adopted by the trial judge, states that notice of 
appeal was waived, the statement cannot be denied for the first time on 
the argument in this Court. 

5. The record need not show that an appeal was duly entered when it affirma- 
tively appears in the case on appeal, which bears date within the time 
preseribed for taking an appeal, that the appeal was taken and notice 
thereof waived. 


Acrion, by Natt Atkinson against the Asheville Street Railway Com- 
pany, to set aside a certain assignment of a franchise and to restrain 
defendant company from operating under such franchise, heard before 
Bynum, J., at August Term, 1892, of Buncomsz. : 

From a ‘sudgment dismissing the action on the eround that the com- 
plaint did not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action, the 
defendant appealed. | 

The complaint was as follows: 

“1, That the city of Asheville is a body politic and corporate, duly 
chartered and organized under and by virtue of an act of the General 
Assembly of North Carolina, entitled ‘An Act to amend the charter 
of the town of Asheville,’ ratified 8 March, A. D., 1883, and the acts 
of which that dct is amendatory and the acts amending the same. — 

“9. That on 4 March, A. D., 1888, the plaintiff was the owner of a cer- 
tain license privilege and franchise to operate a street railway in the city 
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of Asheville, commonly known as the Farrinholt Charter, the same being 
a license privilege and franchise granted by the said The City of Ashe- 
ville, by an ordinance duly enacted, passed and ratified by the 

Board of Aldermen of the said The City of Asheville to one (583) 
L. A. Farrinholt and his associates, and by the said L. A. Far- 

rinholt and his associates assigned to plaintiff, for value. A copy of 
said ordinance is hereto attached, marked “Exhibit A, and is hereby 
made a part of this complaint. | 

“3. That on said 4 March, A. D. 1888, the plaintiff was and ever since 
has been the owner of valuable real estate in and near the said city of 
Asheville, some lots of which lie near Chestnut Street and Merrimon 
Avenue in said city, and some lots of which le near Depot Street in 
said city, and all of which would have been greatly enhanced in value by 
the building and operating of a street railway on said streets and said 
avenue, and the greatest, if not the only object the plaintiff had, outside 
of the general welfare of said city, in purchasing the said Farrinholt 
charter, was to insure the building and operating of a street railway along 
said Chestnut and Depot streets and Merrimon Avenue, and the plain- 
tiff in order to prevent the building of other lines of street railroad on 
only a part of the streets named in the said Farrinholt charter, the 
building of which would have rendered the building and operating of the 
street railway on all the streets therein named as aforesaid unprofitable, 
and in this way would have made it impossible to raise the necessary - 
¢apital to build a street railroad on the streets therein named as afore- 
said, deposited with said city of Asheville the sum of $1,000 as a guaran- 
tee that the plaintiff would build or cause to be built a railroad on all of . 
said streets so named as aforesaid (all of which will more fully appear 
upon reference to said city’s receipt for said money, a copy of which 1s 
hereto attached and hereby made a part of this complaint), and thereby 
induced the said city to refuse permission to the parties desiring it to 
build a railway on only a part of said streets, leaving the said Chestnut | 
and. Depot streets and Merrimon Avenue without railroad facilities 
(the said city being about to grant such permission on the ground 
that plaintiff; as the said city and said parties alleged, could not (584) 
‘command the means to build any road, and that a road on part of 
said street was better than no road at all). 

“4. That in order to accomplish the desire of plaintiff thie street rail- 
roads should run on all of the streets named in the said Farrinholt char- 
ter, and especially that such railroads should be built and operated on — 
said Chestnut and Depot streets and Merrimon- Avenue, the plaintiff en- 
- tered into an agreement and contract with one E. D. Davidson, who, as 
plaintiff is informed and believes, is insolvent, whereby the said E. D. 
Davidson, in consideration of the assignment to him of the said Farrin- 
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holt charter, agreed and bound himself to build and operate a street 
-railroad on all the streets named in the said Farrinholt charter, and, 
-in order to insure the faithful performance of said contract on the part 
.of the said E. D. Davidson, the assignment of the said Farrinholt char- 
ter was not delivered to him, but was, by agreement with the said E. D. 
“Davidson, delivered to J. G. Martin, to be held by him in escrow, and 
by him deliveréd to the said E. D. Davidson only after the said E. D. 
“Davidson had fully complied with his contract in reference to the build- 
ing and operating of said railroad on said streets named in said Farrin- 
holt charter, and in other respects ; and that the said J..G. Martin .ac- 
-cepted the trust thus reposed in him, and received the said assignment 
in escrow for the purposes aforesaid ; all of which will more fully appear 


~by reference to a certain writing, a copy of which is hereto attached and - 


“hereby made a part of this complaint, and marked ‘Exhibit C’ 

“5 That, notwithstanding the solemn agreement on the part of the 
said. J. G. Martin that he would hold the said assignment for the pur- 
~ poses set forth in said ‘Exhibit C, he has long .since delivered said 
_assignment to said EK. D. Davidson, although as the said J. G. Martin 
well knew, the said KE. D. Davidson had not then, nor Has he yet, built 
.or begun to build any street railroad or other railroad on the said 

Chestnut and Depot streets and Merrimon Avenue, or either of 
(585) them; and, although no street or other railroad has ever been built — 

or begun by any person or persons, or by any corporation or cor- 
- porations, on said last named streets or said last named avenue, and the | 
_-time within which the said E. D. Davidson agreed to build or begin to op- 
erate a street railroad on all of the streets named in the said Farrinholt 
. sehewey having long since expired, the plaintiff has no reason to hope that 
-the said railroad will ever be built on either of said last named streets 
or on said last named avenue, and, by the breach of trust on the part 
_of the said J. G. Martin lierembefore set forth, the plaintiff has been 

greatly damaged. - 

 “§, That the defendant, eS ie is a corporation chartered and organized 
~by and under the laws of North Carolina, purchased the said license, 
~privilege and franchise known as the Farrinholt charter, as aforesaid, 
from the said E. D. Davidson, with full knowledge of all the facts here- 
- inbefore alleged. 

“Plaintiff therefore prays ee that the ives of the assign- 
~ment, referred to in the foregoing complaint, by J. G. Martin to E. D. ~ 
Davidson, be and ever shail be void, and that the plaintiff is the owner 
of the license privilege and franchise described in the foregoing com- 
-plaint, and that the defendant be perpetually enjoined from ever using, - 
. exercising or operating under the said license privilege and franchise, 
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and for seh one further relief as the facts set Lona in | the foregoing 
complaint will warrant.” 

The case on appeal made out by plaintiff states: 

“When the case was called for trial the defendant moved to dismiss 
the action, on the ground that the complaint did not state facts sufficient 
to constitute a cause of action. The motion was resisted by plaintiff, 
and after full argument the court sustained the motion and dismissed 
the action, holding that the complaint did not state facts sufficient to 
constitute a cause of action, and the plaintiff excepted and appealed to 
the Supreme Court. | 

“Notice of appeal waived. Appeal bond fixed at $25. 10 
September, 1892.” (586) 

_ His Honor made the following order and statement: 


“The case of the appellant Natt ABnaod havine been tendered to the 
defendant, and the exceptions being considered and reviewed, and the 
case returned to the defendant for a counter statement, and no counter 
statement being filed, the case as made out and tendered by the appellant 
is adopted as the case for the Supreme Court. 

“Jno. Gray Bynum, 
| “Judge Présiding.” 


“In the above case my recollection is that the plaintiff asked an ap- 
peal, and [ intended to. tell the clerk to make the entries. If the failure 
to make the entries was my inadvertence, I cannot allow the plaintiff to 
be prejudiced by it, especially as no injury can ensue to the defendant. 
Therefore, the exceptions of the defendant are overruled, and as the de- 
fendant asks in his exceptions leave’ to file counter statement, he has 
leave to do so. _ Jno. Gray Bynovy, 

“WEBSTER, 29 Sipienhex 1892. | Judge Presiding.” 


Chas. A. Moore for plaintiff. 
F. A. Sondley for defendant. 


~COrarx, J. The so-called “Farrinholt” charter is simply a license by 
the city to lay down a railway track on certain streets mentioned, granted 
to individuals named, who, of course, could act as a corporation only 
upon duly taking out letters of incorporation before the clerk or ob-' 
taining a charter from the General Assembly. The question whether 
such incorporation has been duly obtained, or whether those parties 
have attempted to exereise corporate functions without it, is not raised. 
in this action, and could not be in this collateral way. 


429 


IN THE SUPREME COURT fi 
aa v. R. R. 


— (587) The city authorities were empowered to issue the license. El- 
liot R. & S., 329, 884; Burlington v. R. R., 31 Am. Dece., 145; — 
OR. BR. v. Richmond, 96 U. 8., 521. The complaint avers that it was as- 
signed by the plaintiff, then owner of the license, an escrow to Martin 
who, in breach of the trust reposed in him, has conveyed it to the de- 
fendant, who is endeavoring to operate under it It was error to hold 
that a cause of action is not set out. - 7 
The case on appeal recites “plaintiff excepted and appealed. Notice 
of appeal waived.” The judge in a memorandum, appearing in the 
transcript on appeal, says that “his recollection is that the plaintiff 
asked an appeal, and if the failure to make the entries was his inad- 
vertence, he cannot allow plaintiff to be prejudiced,” and grants defend- 
ant “leave to file counter statement, as it had asked to do.” This, it 
seems, the defendant did not do, and the judge adopted the case on ap- 
peal prepared by appellant. The waiver is neither controverted nor is 
there a denial that an appeal was, in fact, taken, though opportunity 
wags given defendant by leave to file a countercase. There is nothing 
beyond the. bare suggestion in defendant’s printed argument or brief 
that notice of appeal was not served, and that entry of appeal was not 
made. But this neither denies taking the appeal nor waiver of notice, 
nor if it did, does it do so in a legal mode. If notice was waived, why 
should it be served, and if appeal was actually taken, whether it was en- 
tered or not becomes less material. If there had been a denial in a legal 
way and at the proper time of a waiver, the court could not recognize the 
waiver, unless in writing. Sondley v. Asheville, 112 N. C., 694, in 
which case there were contradictory affidavits, and the court disregarded 
the alleged verbal agreement, under Rule 39, and repeated rulings of this 
Court. Besides, the denial of a waiver should have been made below, 
and not for the first time by a suggestion in the argument in this Court, 
and in contradiction of the case on appeal adopted by the judge. 
(588) Walker v. Scott, 102 N. C., 487, cited in S. v. Price, 110 N. C., 
599. Strictly and properly the record should show that the ap- 
peal was duly entered, but that is not imperative if it appears, as here, 
affirmatively that the appeal, in fact, was taken and notice was waived. 
Fore v. R. R., 101 N. C., 526. Here the case on appeal recites that the 
defendant excepted and appealed, and that notice of appeal was waived. 
This not being controverted by the appellee, even if it had not been | 
adopted by the judge, is evidence of those facts. Besides, in addition, 
the case itself bears date 10 September, 1892, within the time within 
which the appeal could be taken. This distinguishes this case from 
Moore v. Vanderburg, 90 N. C., 10; Welson v. Seagle, 84 N. C., 112, 
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and Spence v. Tapscott, 92 N. C.; 576, relied on by appellee. The mo- 
tion to dismiss pappoord is denied. ‘In dismissing the action below there 


was 
Error. 


Cited: Simmons v. Allison, 119 N. C., 563; Delozier v. Bird, 123 
N. C., 692; Barden v. Stickney, 130 N. C., 68. 


JOHN SELBY v. WILMINGTON AND WELDON RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Common Carriers—Raalroads—S pecial Contract—Shippers—Damage to 
Stock——Duty of Carrier as to Providing Cars. 


1. When a shipper of freight waives his privilege to demand of a common 
earrier the transportation of his freight under the strict rule and require- 
ments of the common law, and for a valuable consideration (the payment — 
of less than the usual tariff charges) allows the transportation company 
to assume the relation of a carrier under special contract, such contract, in 
the absence of an allegation of fraud or imposition, must be interpreted | 
according to the ordinary rules of construction and its provisions en- 
forced, unless they are unreasonable and unjust. 


2. Where, in consideration of the reducéd rates granted him, the shipper of 
livestock agreed as a condition precedent to his right to recover any dam- 
ages for loss or injury to said stock, that he would give notice in writing 
of his claim thereof to some officer of said company or its nearest station 
agent before said stock should be removed from the place of destination 
or mingled with other stock: Held, that such stipulation contravened no 
sound public policy and was not unreasonable and void. 


3. While it may be the duty of a carrier of livestock to provide cars siesit 
enough to safely transport animals that are ordinarily unruly, the law 
does. not require it to detect that some of them are vicious, and act 
accordingly. The vehicle must be suitable for the safe conveyance of 
ordinary animals of the class, and it is not required that it shall be 
strong enough to withstand the struggles of some of that class that may 
be not only unruly but vicious. Therefore, on a trial of an action for 
damages to stock while being transported on defendant’s cars, the trial 
judge erred in instructing the jury that “the car must be. sufficiently 
strong to resist the struggles of the stock, and the company is liable for 
any loss occasioned by its neglect in this regard, in spite of the fact that 
the animals are vicious and unruly, upon the principle that it is within 
its power to provide those which are actually and absolutely sufficient.” 


Action for injuries to livestock while being transported on defendant 
company’s cars, tried before Shuford, J., and a jury, at February Term, 
1893 of Witsow. | 
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(593) There was a verdict for the plaintiff, and defendant appealed. 


S. A. Woodard for plaintiff. 
C. B, Aycock for defendant. — 


Burwet, J. The relation between the parties to this action is not 
that of a common carrier towards a shipper of freight who had chosen 
to pay the usual tariff charges, and stand upon his rights, and hold the 
carrier to the performance of its duty under all the strict requirements 
of the common law. It was his privilege to demand of the carrier the 
_ shipment of his stock under those somewhat stringent but not unjust con- 
ditions. He has chosen not to avail himself of this privilege, and thus 

put his animals under the safeguard established by the law for 
(594) the protection of those whose property comes to the possession 

of a common carrier for transportation, but rather, for a valuable 
consideration, to waive this right of privilege and allow the defendant 
to assume simply the relation of a carrier of stock under a special con- 
tract which, no fraud or imposition being alleged, must be interpreted 
‘according to the ordinary rules of construction, and its provisions en- 
forced, unless they are unreasonable and unjust—“if they are not in 
conflict with sound legal policy.” Hapress Co. v. Caldwell, 21 Wall., 
264. 

Among other stipulations contained in the contract was one*by which 
_ the plaintiff agreed, in consideration of the reduced rates granted “as a 
condition precedent to his right to recover any damages for loss or injury 
to said stock,” that he would “give notice.in writing of his claim thereof 
to some officer of said company or its nearest station agent before said 
stock is removed from the place of destination above mentioned, or from 
the place of the delivery of the same to said party of the second part, 
- and before such stock is mingled with other stock.” It seems to us that 
this condition, imposed upon the plaintiff by a contract of his own mak- 
ing, founded upon a valuable consideration moving to him, contravenes 
no sound legal policy, and is not unreasonable.- It is not in any sense 
a stipulation that the defendant carrier shall be exempted from the 
effects of its negligence or the negligence of its servants in the perform- 
ance of those duties towards the plaintiff assumed in the contract; nor 
is it a requirement that any injury that has been done to plaintiff’s stock 
while in defendant’s care under the terms of the bill of lading shall be 
adjusted in the presence of an officer of the defendant company before. 
the property is removed from the station, and hence the case of Cape- 
hart v. R. R., 81 N. C., 488, has no application here. We have no stipu- 
lation at all as to the fixing of the amount of damage done to plaintiff’s 
property, but simply an agreement that he will, when about to take his 
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- animals from the cars or yard of the defendant, notify the com- 
pany in writing if, upon a reasonable examination, he is able (595) 
to detect any damage done them, Owing to the nature of the 
property intrusted to the carrier, the difficulty of identifying each ani- 
mal, and the terms of the contract as regards such damage as' might be 
inflicted by the animals on one another, or might come to them without 
any fault on the part of the defendant, it seems to us indeed very reason- 
able that the defendant’s agents should have an opportunity then and 
there to examine the stock and ascertain if they can the cause and the ~ 
extent of the damage. We have been cited to no authority which, upon 
examination, seems to hold that such requirement, under the circum- 
stances, is unreasonable. Rice v. R. B., 63 Mo., 314; Goggin ee ve 2 ae 
12 Kan. 416, and other cases, seem fully to sustain the view we take of 
the matter, and to show that there was error in the charge that the stipu- 
lation was.not reasonable and was void. 

_ It 1s stated in the case that his Honor gave the jury the following in- 
' struction, which was excepted to: “It is the duty of the defendant com- 
pany to provide suitable cars for transporting livestock. The car must 
be sufficiently strong to resist the struggles of the stock, and the company 
is liable for loss occasioned by its neglect in this regard, in spite of the 
fact that the animals are vicious and unruly, upon the principle that it 
is within its power to pieeee those wen are eae and absolutely — 
sufficient.” 

There was error i also: we think, fb while it may be the duty of a. 
carrier that undertakes to ship livestock to provide cars strong enough 
to safely transport animals that are ordinarily unruly, the law does not 
impose upon it so hard a task as to detect that some of them are vicious, 
and act accordingly. The vehicle. must be suitable for the safe convey- 
ance of ordinary animals of the class. It is not required that it shall 
be strong enough to withstand the struggles of some of that class 
that may be not only unruly, but vicious. (596): 
As there must be a new trial for the error mentioned, we omit 
consideration of the other exceptions taken by defendant. 

New trial. 


Cited: Wood v. R. R., 118 N. C., 1063; Mitchell v. R. R., 124 N. C., 
249, 251; Jones v. R. R., 148 N. C., 885; Austin v. RK. R., 151 N.C, 
138; Stringfield vo. BR. R., 152 N. C, 138; Kime v. R. R., 156 N. 0., 
453; Harden v. RB. £., 157 N.C.,, 943 950; Southerland v. R. R., 158 
N.G, 329 ; Kime v. R. R., 160 N. C., 464; Mule Co: v. B. R., ob., ‘OAT: 
Dwwall v. R. R., 167 N. C., 25; Culbreth v. R. R., 169 N.C., 798: ‘Bald- 
win v. Rh. R., 170 N. Cx 13; Mewborn ». R. &., vb., 210; Horse Exchange | 
v. BR. R., 1TL N.C, 73 ; ; Schloss v. R. R., 171 N.C, 359. : 

433 


IN THE SUPREME COURT 13 


DARGAN oR. R. 


NORA DARGAN er at. y. THE CAROLINA CENTRAL 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Right of Way—Eminent Domain—Statute of Lamatations. 


1. The right of the State to take private property under the power of eminent © 
domain rests upon the ground that there is a public necessity for such 
taking, and can only be exercised when the law provides the means of 
giving adequate compensation to the owner. 


2. The statutory provision allowing private property to be taken under the 
right of eminent domain must be strictly pursued, and the right of the 
owner to obtain compensation depends on whether the corporation has 
obtained a vested right. 


3. An interest in the entire right of way does not vest in the corporation 
unless it takes actual possession in the exercise of the privilege granted 
it; but it seems that where the corporation enters, its constructive posses- 
sion extends to the boundary of the right of way given in the charter. 


4. Where the charter of a railroad provided that, in the absence of any con- 
tract with the owner, it should be presumed that the land over which the 
road runs, with a space of 100 feet on each side, has been granted to the 
corporation, and the corporation took a deed for less than 100 feet within 
two years after its completion, this prevented the limitation in the charter 
from applying, and the corporation got no title to land lying outside of the 
deed, but within 100 feet of the track, by the lapse of the two years. 


Action, tried on issues joined before the clerk, before McIver, J., and 
a jury, at August Term, 1893, of Unton. : 

~The facts were as follows: 

1. That C. N. Simpson owned the hale of lot No. 42 when 
(597) the defendant railroad company entered upon and completed its 
road across the same. 

9. That the defendant railroad company entered upon and completed 
its road across said lot in November, 1874, its track and actual possession 
being upon and confined to that portion ve said lot conveyed to the de- 
fendant company in the deed above set forth. 

3. That all the land embraced in the said deed of O. N. Simpson, 
which is the southwestern half of said lot No. 42, is within 100 feet of 
the center of the track of the defendant railroad company, as laid down 
by it when it entered and completed its road across the northeastern half 
of said lot No. 42, in November, 1874. 

4, The several acts of the Legislature chartering the defendant com- 
pany, and the companies to whose rights it succeeded, were considered in 
evidence, and they are hereby referred to as a part of this case. 

O. N. ‘Simpson, a witness for the plaintiff, testified as follows: “Nei- 
ther myself nor the railroad company instituted proceedings for con- 
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demnation. Colonel Fremont was superintendent at the time the rail- 
road entered and completed its road across lot No. 42.” — 

Exception 1.—Question: “State whether the deed of 7 July, 1875, 
made to the CO. C. Railroad Company for the northeastern half of lot No. 
42, was the consummation of a contract with the said company, by 
which you consented for said company to build its road across your 
land?” 

_ The defendant, waiving objection to the leading character of the ques- 
tion, objected because the same was incompetent, and it did not state that 
the contract was in writing. Witness then stated that there was no writ- 
ten contract. 

(Objection sustained. Exception by plaintiffs.) 

Question: “Why did you not convey the whole of Lot No. 42 to the 
railroad company?” | 

After objection by defendant witness stated that it was be- 
cause Mr. Frye said the company did not need any more. “Mr. (598) 
Frye was civil engineer, but I think he was acting as road- 

- master at the time. He surveyed that part of the lot I conveyed to the 
company, and it was to him I delivered the deed.” 

_Kaxception 2-——Upon the foregoing evidence and admissions the court 
- stated that it would charge the jury that more than two years having 
elapsed after the completion of the railroad through the land, and before 
the commencement of this suit, 1t would instruct the jury that the plain- 
tiff’s claim for compensation was barred by the statute of limitations 
and the plaintiffs could not recover. (Plaintiffs excepted.) 

The court so instructed the jury, whereupon the jury responded to 
the issues as follows: | | 

“1, Is the feme plamtit the owner of the land described in the com- 
plaint? Answer: ‘No.’ 

“2. Is her right to recover compensation barred by the statute of limi- 
tations? Answer: ‘Yes.’” 

Plaintiffs excepted, and appealed from the judgment for defendants. 


D. A. Covington, F. [. Osborne and Ha ywood & SL for the 
plantrffs. 
John D. Shaw and Batchelor & Devereux for defendant. 


Avery, J. The right of the State to take private property rests upon 
the ground that there is public necessity for such appropriation, and 
can be exercised only where the law provides the means of giving ade- 
quate compensation to the owner. Where the power to appropriate has 
been given by statute, without sufficient provision for the payment of 
damages, it has held to be the intent of the Legislature that 
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(599) the right of eminent domain should be exercised only after first 
obtaining the consent of those affected. FR. BR. v. R. R., 2 Gray, 
1; Matter of Flat Bush Avenue, 1 Barb., 286; Matter of Hamilton Ave- 
nie 14 Barb., 414; 1 Potter Corp., sec. 168. 3 
Text-writers and courts classify the methods of obtaining the right of 
way for railroads as of three or four kinds, the difference between two 
of the modes being only that which arises from entering into an execu- 
tory contract for purchase in one instance, and taking an executed con- 
veyance for the same interest in the other. 1 Harris on Dom. Ry. Corp., 
85; Beative v. R. R., 108 N. C., 436. The charter of the defendant com- 
pany (Laws 1854-55, ch. 55 secs. 26 and 28) followed substantially the 
usual formula adopted i in framing nearly all of the earlier acts of in- 
corporation in this country, when it provided that “in the absence of any 
contract or contracts in relation to land, through which said road or 
. any of its branches may pass, signed by the owner thereof, . . . it shall be 
presumed that the land over which said road or any of its branches 
may be constructed, together with a space of one hundred feet on each | 
side of the center of said road, has been granted to said company by the 
owner or owners thereof,” etc. Where no such contract was shown, the 
undisturbed use by the company of such right of way over a tract of 
land for two years after thé road should be finished and running over’ 
it, by the terms of the act, raised the presumption of a grant of the 
easement by the owner. Hendricks v. R. R., 101 N. C., 623; Beuttie v. 
R. R., supra. Though the provision in reference to a previous attempt 
to make some agreement with the owner, by which the necessity for in- 
stituting condemnation proceedings might be obviated, was in different 
charters couched in terms somewhat variant, many of the ablest courts 
in this country construed them as imposing the duty upon corporations 
as a condition precedent to the exercise of the right of condemnation, of 
alleging and: proving that an effort had been made to purchase 
(600) the privilege of passing over the land sought to be condemned 
directly from the owners, or that such proprietors were not sue 
juris. Lewis Em. Domain, sec. 301, with note 2, page 394, and notes 
6 and 7, page 395; 1 Wood R. R. Law, page 711. While it is not neces- 
sary to give our approval to this doctrine, which has no direct applica- 
tion to our case, it illustrates the rule that statutory provisions for taking 
property in the exercise of eminent domain must be always construed 
strictly. 1 Wood’s R. L., page 643 and note 2. 7 
The right of the owner to recover damages for the taking by a rail- 
way company depends in any case upon the answer to the test question, 
whether the corporation has already acquired a vested interest in the 
land, and whether the owner has a still subsisting right to recover dam-- 
ages "for the assertion of dominion over it. Westbrook v. North, 2 Me., 
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179; Hampton v. Coffin, 4 N. H., 517; B. BR. v. Nesbit, 10 Howard 
_(U. 8.), 395. An interest in the entire right of way of one hundred 

feet on each side would not vest in the company, unless it took possession 
in the exercise of the privilege of appropriating private property con- 
ferred by the charter (sections 26 to 28), and the correlative right to 
sue for the damages would not accrue till the title to the interest vested 
in the company by such unequivocal entry. It was only “in the absence 
of such a contract as would enable the company to construct and operate 
its road over the land on which its line was located that its occupation 
and use of the land for corporate purposes for two years after its line 
was finished over it could be justly held to have started the statute to 
running so as to raise a presumption of a grant to the right of way for 
one hundred feet on each side of the center of the track.” This is not 
only a fair construction of the language of the charter, but it establishes 
_a Yule that is in accord with a familiar principle of the common law in 
reference to adverse possession. 

In order to ripen title in the occupant, “possession (said (601) 
Pearson, C. J., in Osborne v. Johnston, 65 N. C., 26) must be 
adverse, uninterrupted, open and unequivocal, so as to expose the party 
to an action. This is the teste.” McLean v. Smith, 106 N. C., 172. 
The general rule is that when one enters upon land under a deed and 
occupies some portion of it, his constructive possession extends to the 
boundary line of his deed, unless, by reason of the lappage of a better 
title on some part of it, the possession on such interference is. deemed 
in law to be in the samant under such title. McLean v. Smath, supra. 
The company constructed its track in November, 1874, across the Simp- 
son lot, but entirely upon the half of said lot which was afterwards, on 
7 July, 1875, conveyed to it by Simpson and wife in fee simple. The 
company did not attempt to énter upon the other half, though it was 
situate within 100 feet of the center of the track, until within two years 
before this proceeding was instituted, on 16 March, 1893. The plain- 
tiff alleges that there was no attempt to take actual possession of the 
half of the lot which was conveyed by Simpson and wife to the plain- 
tiff on 23 June, 1883, until within such period, and the answer, by evad- 
ing a direct admission or denial, is deemed: to have conceded the truth 
of the allegation. If the plaintiff had commenced this condemnation 
proceeding prior to any assertion of dominion by the defendant, the com- 
pany or its predecessors might well have answered that they had accepted 
the conveyance from Simpson in lieu of condemnation, and that the 
plaintiff could not demand compensation for land outside of that covered 
by its boundaries, certainly until the company should have entered upon 
and used it for corporate purposes, if at all. We are not called upon to | 
determine whether the plaintiff could have maintained an action for 
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possession and damages for the wrongful withholding of the possession 
of the land conveyed to her by Simpson. 6 A. & E., 603, note 

8, and p. 606, note 1. It lies, however, within 100 feet of the 
(602) Beni of defendant's track, and if she could have maintained 

such civil action for the trespass, we think she might, neverthe- 
less, waive the tortious character of the entry, when actually made in 
the assertion of a claim by the defendant under its charter, and demand 
compensation in damages for the easement claimed. 6 A. & E., 
595, and note 6. The defendant cannot take advantage of its equivocal 
conduct in confining its occupation for fifteen years to the limits of its 
deed from Simpson, so that it was not subjected to any liability for 
trespass beyond its bounds, and then claim the advantage of holding 
under the privilege granted in the charter up to the margin of the usual 
right of way, instead of to the outer lines of the deed. Even though it 
may not have been incumbent on the defendant, as a condition prece- 
dent to setting up a claim that he acquired an easement in the land from 
_ the State in the exercise of the right of eminent domain, to show that he 
had made an effort previously to purchase the privilege by private agree- 
ment, and had failed, yet, if the plaintiff, taking the laboring oar upon 
himself, proposed to prove that another agreement was made in lieu of 
instituting condemnation proceedings in 1875, by which the defendant’s 
predecessor accepted (probably for a smaller price) a more restricted 
territory in fee simple, instead of the easement in a larger boundary, 
we can conceive of no sufficient ground for objecting to the competency 
of the testimony. It was only in the absence of such agreement as to the 
right of way that the statute, upon the completion of the line over the 
_ Jand of an owner, was put in motion so as to raise a presumption of a 
grant of the easement within two years thereafter. The company, like 
an individual, can acquire a right as an incident to occupation only 
where the possession is unequivocal. It was clearly competent to show 
that the agent of the company accepted said deed, because, as he said, 

the company did not need as much as 100 feet on either side of 
(603) the center of the track. We think that the presumption is in all 

cases where a deed from a landowner to an area more limited 
than that allowed by its charter for the location of its line has been ac- 
cepted by the company, that the conveyance was, within the contempla- 
tion of the charter, a contract entered into in lieu of the resort to con- 
demnation proceedings. In this particular instance the defendant has 
no cause to complain, if the land is really needed for corporate pur- 
poses on account of the growth and development of its business, that the. 
plaintiff has waived objection and conceded, instead of contesting, its 
right of condemnation. 6 A. & E., p. 595, and note 6. The rights_ 
of the defendant are not impaired and its liabilities are not affected, 
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as a rule, by reason of the successive sales of the franchise. Hendricks 
v. R. R., saat Beattie v. R. R., supra. 

For the reasons given, we think that the court below erred in instruct- | 
ing the jury that the plaintifi’s claim was barred by the lapse of time, | 
and a new trial must therefore be awarded. 7 

New trial. 


Cited: Tones v. Comrs., 180 N. C., 453; Dargan v. R. R., 1381 N. C., 
629; Thomson v. Rk. R., 142 N. C., 322; BR. RB. v. Power Co., 171 N. C., 
322; Cobb v. R. R., 172 N. C., 60. 


(604) 
W. L. BAIRD v. RICHMOND AND DANVILLE RAILROAD COMPANY. 


Removal of Causes—Federal J wersdiction—Duty of State Courl— 
Practice. 


1. The Circuit Court of the United States, when satisfied by affidavit and peti- 
tion for removal of a cause from a State court, on the ground of adverse 
local influence and prejudice, that it has jurisdiction of the parties and 
of the subject-matter of the suit, and that the prejudice, etc., exists, has 
the right to order the removal of the suit from the State to the Federal 
court. 

2. A State court, while not bound to surrender its jurisdiction on a petition 
for a removal until a case has been made, which on its face shows that 
the petitioner has the right to transfer, yet when it does so appear, it is 
error “to decline to permit” the removal upon an affidavit offered; there- 
fore, | 

3. In such case the usual and proper practice is to enter a formal order that 
the State court will not proceed further, to the end that parties and wit- 
nesses may understand that they will not be required to attend, unless 
upon notice that the cause has been remanded. 

4. Where the Circuit court has the power to remove a cause pending in the 
State court, and exercises it by an order, it may issue a certiorari to the 
State court, or the parties may, upon filing a certified copy of the afii- 
davit, petition and order, demand a certified copy of the record. 

5. It is not error in the State court to refuse to order a record to be certified 
to the Federal court, since it is the duty of the clerk to certify it to the 
Federal court in obedience to a writ of certiorari, without any motion or 
order made in his own court, but after the record has been certified, 
showing sufficient ground for removal, it is error in the State court to 

_ resist the order of removal. 

6. Where a removal of a cause from a State to the Federal court’ is asked 
for upon the ground of prejudice, etc., the order may be granted upon a 
proper Enowmne as to other matters at any time before trial, 
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The complaint alleged that the plaintiff’s intestate was a brakeman on 
defendant’s freight train, and injured by the negligence of defendant in 
consequence of the defective condition of a locomotive, of which condi- 
tion the intestate had no notice. The defendant denied the charge of 
negligence, and averred that intestate knew of the existence of the 
causes which are alleged to have produced the injury complained of. 

The case was heard at August Term, 1893, of Buncomsz, before 
Armfield, J., upon a motion of defendant to remove the cause to the 
Circuit Court of the United States. The motion was refused, and de- 
fendant appealed. 7 7 

The defendant offered the order issued by Judge Dick, United States 
Judge. And to sustain this order the defendant offered in evidence the 
petition, affidavit and bond of the defendant, filed in the Circuit Court 

of the United States, as shown by a transcript from said court 

(605) In the order of Judge Dick, after a finding that the prejudice 

and local adverse influence did actually exist, as set out in the pe- 
tition and affidavit of defendant, it was “further ordered and adjudged 
that the said cause, suit or action be removed to the Cireuit Court of 
the United States for the Western District of North Carolina, and that 
the clerk of the said court at Asheville, within said district, certify this 
order to said State court, to the end that the transcript of the record 
in said cause, suit or action be made and transmitted to this court, that 
the same may be tried in the Circuit Court for the Western District of 
North Carolina.” 

The defendant asked the court to sign an order as follows: 

“It appearing that the defendant, the Richmond and Danville Rail- 
road Company, has obtained an order for the removal of this cause into 
the Circuit Court of the United States for the Western District of North 
Carolina, all of which appears from the petition, affidavit and bond of 
said defendant and the order of said court duly certified to this court, — 
it is considered and adjudged that this court will proceed no further in 
this cause, and that the clerk of this court certify to said Cireuit Court 
before the next term thereof a copy of the record in this case.” 

His Honor declined to permit the remova! and to sign the order, and 
defendant appealed. | 


J.D. Murphy for plaintiff. 
Busbee-& Busbee for defendant. 


Avery, J. Where it appears by affidavit and petition, as prescribed 
by. the act of Congress, that the Circuit Court of the United States has 
jurisdiction of the parties to and subject-matter of a suit pending in the 
State court, and that on account of prejudice and local influence the pe- 

440 


N.C] ~—s SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


BAIRD v. R. R. 


titioner will not be able to obtain justice in the court in which the © 
action has been brought, or in any other State court to which (606) 
it may be removed under the laws of the State, the Federal Court, 
if satisfied as to the sufficiency of the proof of prejudice and local in- 
fluence adverse to the petitioner, may grant the order of removal. In 
reference to the practice in such cases, Foster, after calling attention to: 
the fact that it is not clearly settled by the adjudications of the courts: 
how much of the Revised Statutes relating to removal had been repealed 
by implication by the Act of 1888, makes the following suggestion: “The: 
prudent practitioner, when seeking to remove a cause for prejudice or 
local influence, will comply with the provisions of the Revised Statutes, 
and also with the practice in ordinary removals. It seems that the pe- 
tition should be presented to the Federal Court and a certified copy of 
the same, with the proceedings thereon, filed in the State court.” Fos-. _ 
ter’s Federal Practice, sec. 386. It would seem that the defendant has: 
acted upon the foregoing suggestion in filing a certified copy of the 
petition and affidavit in the State court, but has gone further in pro- 
curing a writ of certiorart and moving for a formal order for the trans- 
fer, founded upon the record so filed. The judge below, after reciting 
the order offered for his signature, declined “to permit the removal of 
the cause to the Cireuit Court of the United States, and to sign the or- 
der presented by the defendant.” The material part of the order which 
the court was asked to make, was as follows: “It is considered and ad- 
judged that the court will proceed no further in this cause, and that the | 
clerk of the court certify to said Cireuit Court before the next term 
thereof a copy of the record in this case.” The plaintiff is a resident and 
citizen of the district in which the action was brought, while one of the 
defendants is a nonresident corporation. The Cireuit Court, in the 
exercise of its discretion, has found prima facie, upon the defendant’s 
affidavit and petition, that on account of prejudice and local influence 
the foreign corporation cannot obtain a fair trial in the court where the 
action was brought, or in any other State court to which it 
might by law be transferred and has ordered the removal to the (607) 
Federal tribunal. There is no ground for questioning the power 
of the Circuit Court to make and enforce such an order, since it had 
jurisdiction of the parties and subject-matter, upon its unreviewable | 
finding that the necessary conditions existed for its exercise, to wit, 
prejudice and local adverse influence. The only points presented for 
adjudication by this appeal are: 

1. Whether the court below was authorized to declare that it aeennee 
“to permit the removal.” 

2. Whether the proper practice was to recognize the fact by a ficial 
order, the cause having already been transferred to the Federal tribunal, 
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that this court would not ne further, and thereby give notice to 
parties and witnesses that they would not again be called. 

3. Whether, conceding that the Circuit Court had already seus 
jurisdiction, the defendants could insist upon an order from the State 
— court to certify the record. 

We do not understand why the learned counsel for the defendants | 
should have pressed the point that there was any conflict between the 
decision of this Court in Lawson v. R. R., 112 N. C., 396, and an opin- 
ion of one of the Cirenit Judges of the United States, since no suéh 
conflict appears to exist, and if it had been shown, we claim the right, 
nevertheless, to hold to our own construction until the Supreme Court 
of the United States shall have interpreted the meaning of the statute 
otherwise. If, in the case at bar, it had appeared from the petition that 
the plaintiff was a citizen of a State other than North Carolina, then 
the Circuit Court would have had no jurisdiction of the case, and we 
would have adhered to our rulings in the Bostian Bridge cases, and un- 
hesitatingly have sustained the judge below in declining to desist from 

further proceedings and to have the record of the cause certified 
(608) to a tribunal which, upon the face of the record transmitted from 

it, appeared to have no authority to take cognizance of the con- 
troversy. In order to confer jurisdiction upon the Circuit Court by the 
terms of the law as amended, all of the plaintiffs must be citizens of the 
State where the suit is brought, and at least one of the defendants must 
be a nonresident. 20 A. & E., 999; Thomas v. R. B., 38 Fed., 673; 
Niblack v. Alexander, 44 Fed., 306; Pike v. Floyd, 42 Fed., 247; Jeffer- 
son v. Beaver, 117 U. S., 272; Yancey v. Parker, 182 U.8., 267. | 

On the other hand, it is only where the petition and affidavits show 
that the cause is one which the Federal tribunal is empowered to remove 
and to try that the jurisdiction of the State court is ousted, apso facto, 
upon the making of the order by the other court. Whether the petition 
for removal be based upon the allegation of local prejudice, diverse citi- 
- genship or other grounds recognized as sufficient by statute, if it appear 
from the application itself that the Circuit Court cannot lawfully take 
cognizance, it is both the right and the duty of the State court to ig- 
nore an order of removal and proceed as though it had had no notice of 
_it. Stevens v. Nichols, 180 U. 8., 230; R. R. v. Swaan, 111 U. S., 379; 
Wilson v. Bruce, 108 U.S., 531. 

“A State court,” said hist Justice Waite, in delivering the opinion in 
Stowe v. South Carolina, 117 U. §., 430, “is not bound to surrender its 
jurisdiction on a petition for removal until a case has been made which, 
on its face, shows that the petitioner has the right to the transfer. . . 
The mere filing of a petition for the removal of a suit which is not re- 
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movable does not make a transfer.” Steamship Co. v. Ferguson, 106 
U.S., 122; 2 Foster Fed. Prac., sec. 385a. The Constitution of the | 
United States, and the statutes enacted and treaties made in pursuance 
of its provisions, are the supreme law of the land, and when one of its 
courts, in the exercise of its rightful jurisdiction, Rear Doe eres 
of the judicial tribunals of a State, it is at least a breach of judicial 
courtesy in the State court to refuse compliance. 2 Foster, 
supra, sec. 385a; S. v. Hoskins, 77 N. C., 530. (609) 
It. was error to “decline to “permit” the removal upon the affidavit 
offered therefor, and we think that it is the usual practice, and 


is proper, to enter a formal order that the State court will not proceed _ 


further, to the end that parties and witnesses may understand that they 
will not be required to attend unless upon notice that the cause has 
been remanded. S. v. Hoskins, supra. In all cases where the Circuit 
Court has the power to remove, and exercises it by making an order, it 
may issue a certiorar to the State court, or, without asking for such 
writ, the parties may, upon filing a certified copy of the affidavit, pe- 
tition and order of the Federal tribunal in the State court, demand 
a certified copy of the record. Foster, supra, sec. 390. It has been gen- 
erally held that, upon the filing of the certified copy of the record of the 
State court, the Federal Court may proceed to hear and dispose of a 
civil cause. Ibid. Where a criminal action is removed, it is the prac- 
tice to issue a writ of habeas corpus cum causa. S. v. Sullivan, 110 
N. C., 518; 8S. v. Hoskins, supra. It is not error in the State court to 
refuse to order the record to be certified, because the clerk was required, 
on request, to furnish a certified copy, and it was his duty to certify 
it to the Federal Court, in obedience to the writ of certiorari, without 
any motion or order made in his own court, though comity might dic- 
tate to the Federal tribunal a different course, but it was clearly error 
in the court below to resist the order after the ‘record had been certified, 
‘showing sufficient ground for removal. We think, also, that when ihe 
jurisdiction of the Federal tribunal attached, the order that the court 
would not proceed further should have been made, on motion of the de- 
‘fendants, for the reason already stated. S. v. Hoskins, supra. : 
If the application had been made to the State court, and founded 
upon an affidavit or complaint alleging only diverse citizenship 
as a ground of removal, as in the case of Douglas v. R. R., 106 (610) 
N. C., 65, it would have been properly refused on the ground that 
the controversy was not wholly between citizens of different states, and 
was not a separable controversy. 20 A. & E., 995 to 998. But 
as we have already shown, where the petition is filed in the Federal 
Court, and founded upon prejudice and local influence, if the plaintiff 
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is a resident of the district, it is sufficient under the amended act if 
either of the defendants be a nonresident. 20 A. & E., 999 and note 5; 
Fisk v. Hanan, 32 Fed., 417. 

Where a removal is Saked upon the ground of prejudice or local in- 
fluence the order may be granted upon a proper showing as to other 
matters at any time before the cause has been effectively tried, unless 
a trial be in progress when the motion is submitted, “and undetermined.” 
Fisk v. Hanam, 142 U. S., 469. So that the order was made by the 
proper tribunal and in apt time, and the defendant took the precaution 
to procure a writ of certworart and file a copy of the record in the State 
court (2 Foster, supra, page 832), and afterwards submit its motion, 
thus conforming to the construction of law, which was most exacting 
jn its requirements. The order declining to permit the transfer of the 
cause was erroneous. , 

Error. 


Cited: Howard v. R. R., 122 N. C., 953; Higson v. Ins. Co., 153 
N. C., 42, 


{ 


(611) 


MALVINA T. WHITE v. NORTHWESTERN NORTH CAROLINA 
RAILROAD COMPANY. 


_Streets—Ownership of Streets—License by City to use Streets for Steam 
Railroad—A butting Owner—Additional Servitude—A ction a Dam- 
ages. 


-1. In the absence of evidence as to the ownership of the fee in a street of a — 
city, the presumption is that the city has an easement only, and that the 
fee remains in the abutting owner. 

-2, Where the ownership of the fee in a street is in the abutting landowner, 

. he is entitled to every right and advantage therein not required by the 

public, and the easement of the public is the right to use and improve the 

street for the purposes of a highway only. 

- 3. Although the abutting proprietor may not own the fee in the street, he has, 

nevertheless, a proprietary interest in the same by way of an equitable 

easement to the extent that its uses shall not be perverted to einer than 
public purposes as a street. 

_ 4. If a city perverts a street to illegitimate purposes it is an interference with 

the rights of the abutting proprietor, and he is entitled to recover any 

damages suffered therefrom. 

: 5. The use of a street for an ordinary steam railroad is not a legitimate use 

of the street: ‘for public purposes, and neither the Legislature nor city can 

authorize such. a. railroad to be constructed and operated thereon, against 
the abutting. -pyoprietor’s will without compensation. 
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6. Where a railroad company entered upon and constructed its road upon a. 


street, thereby reducing the width of the latter, and it does not appear | 


that it entered under any statutory authority but only by the license of 
thé city, the abutting property owner who is endamaged thereby may 
maintain a common-law action for damages, te be assessed up to the time 
of the trial, or may sue for permanent damages inflicted by the location 
and construction of the road, and by so doing confer upon the defendant 
an easement to occupy the street, as far as such abutter is concerned. 


Semble, that where the entry is made under statutory authority the remedy 
by statute is exclusive. 


Acrion for damages to plaintiff’s property resulting from the con- 
struction of a railroad on a street in front thereof, tried before Boykin, 
J., and a jury, at August Term of Forsyth. 

There was Judgment for defendant, and plaintiff appealed. 


E. B. Jones for plaintiff. 
Glenn & Manly for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, C.J. The plaintiff is the owner of a lot abutting upon one 
of the streets of the city of Winston, and brings this action to recover 
damages for various injuries to her said property, inflicted by the de- 
fendant by reason of its having entered upon and constructed its rail- 
road through the said street. 

It appears from the complaint that, prior to che plaintiff’s (612) 
purchase of the property in 1879, the street had been “located and 
opened for the use and benefit of plaintiff and others, and the public 
generally, who owned property north of Liberty Street, which was al- 
most inaccessible by or over any other street.” It also appears that in 
the construction of its road the defendant made an excavation in front 
of said property 223 feet in length, and thirty-five or forty feet in 
depth and width, and thereby reduced the width of the street from 
thirty to eighteen feet. It is further alleged that by “reason of the na- 
ture of the soil and the proximity of the cuts, travel along the said street 
is rendered dangerous, and that, in order to sustain the width of the 
~ game fifteen to eighteen feet, the defendant has put in pillars or posts to 
hold and retain the earth composing the street in position, which plain- 
tiff alleges is insecure and unsafe and lable to destroy and render use- 
- less the said street.” It is furthermore alleged that by reason of such 
excavation and occupation by the defendant, the street, at certain points 
along the line of plaintiff’s property, is almost entirely destroyed, and _ 
that plaintiff is greatly endamaged. These allegations extracted from - 
the complaint, must, for the purposes of the appeal, be taken as true, 
as no evidence seems to have been introduced on the trial, and his Honor 
rejected the issue as to the alleged damages sustained by the plaintiff, on 
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the ground that the defendant “had a pene from the city to construct 
its road and use the street, 1f necessary.” 

The questions presentad, therefore, are whether, as against the. abut- 
ting owner, the city can authorize the use of its streets for the purposes 
of an ordinary steam railroad, and whether such abutting owner has any 
proprietary rights for the violation of which she can maintain an ac- 
tion. 

It does not appear. how the city segriieed its title to the street in 
question, nor do we learn from the record whether it owns the fee in the 

. goil, or simply an easement therein. In the absence of evidence, 
(618) however: the presumption is that the city has an easement only, 
| and that the fee remains in the abutting proprietor. Elliott Kent. 
Com., 482. In such a case “the abutting owner is entitled to every right 
and advantage in that part of the street of which he owns the fee, not re- 
quired by the public. The easement of the public is the right to use 
and improve the street for the purposes of a highway only.” Lewis 
Eminent Domain, 113. It must follow, therefore, that if the city per- 
verts the streets to illegitimate purposes it 1s an interference with the 
proprietary rights of the abutter, and that he is entitled to relief at the 
hands of the courts. ~ | 

This introduces us to the very important question, never before passed 
upon by this tribunal, whether or not the use of a steam railroad is a 
perversion of the street from its original and proper public purposes. 
There has been much discussion and not a little conflict of judicial de- 
cision upon this subject, but it is believed that the weight of authority 
greatly preponderates in favor of the affirmative view of the propbsi- 
tion. Judge Dillon, after a careful investigation, states his conclusion | 
as follows: “The weight of judicial authority undoubtedly is that where 
the public have only an easement in the streets, and the fee is retained 
by the adjacent owner, the Legislature cannot, under the constitutional 
guarantee of private property, authorize an ordinary steam railroad to 
be constructed thereon, against the will of the adjoining owner, without 
compensation to him. In other words, such a railway as usually con- 
structed and operated is an additional servitude.” 2 Dillon Mun. Corp., 
725. In Mills Eminent Domain (section 204) the same doctrine is 
laid down, and it is said: “The Legislature may authorize the use of a 
street by the railroad, so as to make the entry lawful, but the use is an 
additional burden, and the right will not become fixed 3 in the company 

until compensation is made. If no remedy 1 is provided, there is 
(614) remaining the remedy at common law.” 

In Lewis Eminent Domain (section 111) the able and diserimi- 
nating author remarks: “To us it seems so clear that a railroad is 
foreign to the legitimate uses of a highway that we never have been able 
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to understand how a court could reach a contrary conclusion.” After 
stating that highways have from time immemorial been devoted to the 
common use of every citizen, and that no one had a private right or 
any exclusive privilege therein, the author proceeds: “The railroad 
does not fall within the scope of such uses. It requires a permanent 
structure in the street, the use of which is private and exclusive. It 
gives to an individual or corporation a franchise and easement in the 
street inconsistent with the public right. To hold that a railroad is one 
of the proper and legitimate uses of a street leads to the absurd conse- 
quence that a street might be filled with parallel tracks, which would 
practically exclude all ordinary travel and still be devoted to the ordi- 
‘nary uses of a highway. The law ought not to tolerate such a conse- 
- quence.” 

In Elliott Roads and Streets (528) the author cites many authorities 
and concludes by saying that the weight of authority is that such an ap- 
propriation of a street is “a new and additional burden, for which the 
abutter is entitled to compensation.” 

In support of his proposition he quotes the Pelivgine language of 
Judge Cooley: “Neither can the use of the highway for the ordinary 
railway be in furtherance of the purpose for which the highway is 
established, and a relief to the local business and travel upon it. The 
two uses, on the other hand, come seriously in conflict. The railroad 
constitutes a perpetual embarrassment to the ordinary use, which is 
greater or less in proportion to the business that is done upon it and the 
frequency of trains. When, therefore, the country highway or the 
city street is taken for the purposes of a railroad company en- (615) 
gaged in the business of transporting persons and property be- 
tween distant points, the owner of the soil in the highway is entitled 
to compensation, because a new burden has been imposed upon his estate, 
which affects him differently from the original easement, and may be 
specially injurious.” Constitutional Lim., 3 Ed., 683. 

- In Hare’s Ann. Const. Law, 361, the foregoing doctrine is fully ap- 
‘proved, and it is said: “It is immaterial as regards the principle 
whether the land.is given voluntarily or taken under the right of emi- 
nent domain. If the owner dedicates the Jand, it is for the continuing 
uses of a street. If it is condemned, such also is the end in view. To 
convert a common highway over a man’s land into a railroad 1s therefore 
to impose an additional burden upon the land, which greatly impairs 
its value, considered as a whole, and if the owner is not compensated 
his consent must be proved. It cannot be said with truth that, in as- 
senting to the laying out of the highway upon his land, he consented to 
- the building of a railroad upon it, because they are essentially different. 
The one benefits his land, renders access to it easy, and enhances the 
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price, while the other makes access to it difficult and dangerous, and 
renders 1t comparatively valueless. Nor can it be justly contended that 
a railway is merely an improved highway. . . . Were the transac- 
tion between individuals, every one would see the injustice of such a 
conclusion. The doubt arises from the supposition that the public in- 
terest 1s involved, and it was to guard against the bias arising from this 
source that the Constitution interfered to protect the citizen. It follows 
that the dedication of land as a street. does not preclude the owner from 
bringing trespass or ejectment or obtaining an Injunction against a rail- 
way company which is about to enter upon and occupy the way, and 
that the company cannot (in the absence of the exercisé of the right of 
eminent domain) rely upon a grant from the Legislature and the license’ 
or consent of the municipality as a justification.” 
(616) Booth, in his work on Street Railways, sec. 78, after stating 
that, in the early history of commercial railroads, the current of 
authority was contrary to the views above stated, remarks: “But, accord- 
ing to the weight of judicial opinion, as expressed during the last 
thirty years, where the fee of the street remains in the adjoining owner, 
such use is inconsistent with the purposes of the original acquisition, | 
and, without compensation, can only be acquired by the exercise of the 
power of eminent domain.” 

In the discussion of the question, we ewe preferred to reproduce the 
conclusions of eminent text-writers rather than attempt a review of the 
numerous decisions upon which they are founded. These decisions, 
and others we could cite, fully establish, upon principle and by weight 
of authority, the proposition that, where the public have only an ease- 
ment in the street, and the fee of the soil of the street is retained in 
the abutting owner, a steam railroad cannot, under the constitutional 
guaranty of private property, be lawfully constructed and operated 
thereon against his will and without compensation. R. R. v. Hessel, 47 
Mich., 393; R. R. v. Reed, 41 Cal., 256; Imlay v. R. R., 26 ne 949 ; 
R. R. v. Steiner, 44 Ga., 546; Daly v. R. B., 80 Ga., 798; Cox v. BR. R., 
48 Ind., 178; Kerheman v. Ri R., 46 Towa, 366; R. R. v. Hartly. 67 | 
h., 439 : . Phipps v. R. R., 66 Md., 319; Springfield vo. R. &., 4 Cush., 
63 ; : Harrington ». R. R., 17 Minn., 215; R. R. v. Ingalls, 15 Neb., 123 ; 
Chamberlaan v. Cordage Co., 41 N. J. Eq., 43; R. R. v. Williams, 35 
Ohio State, 168; Ford v. R. R., 14 Wis.; 609; Carl v. R. #., 46 Wis., 
625; Buckner v. R. R., 60 Wis., 264; R. R. v. McAhren, 12 Ind., 552; 
Theobold v. R. R., 66 Miss., 979 : Barney v. Keokuk, 94 U. Ss. 324; 

Adams: v. R. R., 39 Minn., 986. | 
(617) The principle, then, baie established that the use of a street 
for steam railroads is not a legitimate use of the street for public — 
purposes, it must of course follow that the city had no right, in the ex- 
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~ ercise of its usual and ordinary powers relating to its highways, to au- 
thorize the entry and occupation of the same by the defendant, and that 
the bare license of the city can afford no justification for the infringe- 
ment of the rights of the plaintiff. The plaintiff, therefore, taking her 
allegations to be true as to the damage inflicted upon her property, very 
plainly has a cause of action against the defendant. 

If, however, we are wrong in the assumption that the plaintiff is the 
owner of the fee in the said street, and if it should appear upon another 
trial that the city has acquired it, either by dedication, grant or con- 
demnation, 1t will be necessary to determine whether the plaintiff has an ~ 
easement in said street to the extent that it shall be used only for street 
purposes, and whether her rights are “property rights” which cannot 
be impaired or destroyed except under the exercise of the right of emi- 
nent domain. | 

Distinctions based upon the legal ownership of the fee in respect to the 
rights of the abutting proprietor, have produced much confusion, re- 
sulting in many conflicting decisions, but the true principle which has 
been slowly, but surely, evolved from protracted discussion and experi- 
ence, is that, in respect to the use of the soil for the purpose of a street 
(and apart from those reversionary or other rights peculiar to legal 
ownership), it is wholly immaterial where the legal-title resides. The 
very power to take private property for public use, as well as the ca- 
pacity of a municipal corporation to acquire it in any way, necessarily 
implies that it is to ‘be held in trust for public purposes, and in the case _ 
of land acquired for the purposes of a street, there is something in the 
nature of a contract, under which two coexistent and inviolable rights 
are created, one belonging to the public to use and improve the 
street for the ordinary purposes of a street, the other, to the abut- (618) 
ting owner to have access to and from his property, and to enjoy 
such use of the street as is customary and reasonable. If the owner volun- 
tarily dedicates or grants a strip of land to a city for a street, it must 
be presumed that he does so in consideration of the contemplated bene- 
fits accruing to his adjoining property by reason of the strip being used 
for the legitimate purposes of a street only. If the grant be made upon 
a péeuniary consideration, it is also fair to assume that, in estimating 
the amount to be paid, the value of the benefits above mentioned were 
likewise considered. In such cases, says Mr. Lewis, sec. 114: “To make 
the right a part consideration of the grant, and then allow the public to 
invade or destroy it at pleasure, would be a fraud which the law will 
neither impute or allow. Therefore, in the case of such a grant there 
arises by operation of law a private right to the use of the street in con- 
nection with the lot of the proprietor, which is as inviolable as any other 
right of property.” So if the city acquired the land by condemnation, 
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such advantages or benefits to the adjoining land are usually assessed 
at a fixed value and deducted from the estimated damages, and it would, 
says the above author, be “the grossest iniquity to compel a man to pay 
for advantages, whether in the form of deductions from the price to be 
paid or of an assessment of benefits, unless those advantages are secured 
to him by a clear title. . . . The existence of these private rights 
and easements is strictly independent of the mode in which the highway 
is established, or of the estate or interest whee the public aequies in 
the soil of the street.” 

The true principles applicable to this wGedon have been declared by 
the Court of Appeals of New York, in Story v. R. R., 90 N. Y., 122, and 
Lahr v. R. h., 104°N. Y., 268. These cases have been followed by sub- 
. sequent decisions of other States, and their doctrine has been approved 

_ by the most prominent writers upon the subject. The opinions 
(619) are very elaborate, and we cannot do better than to adopt Judge 
| Dillon’s summary of some of the principles enunciated: 

“These judgments, and those that follow them, rest upon the founda- 
tion principle that whether the fee in the street is in the abutter, subject | 
to the rights of the public, that is, to the paramount rights of the public 
far street uses proper, or whether the fee is in the public for street uses 
proper, in either case, and generally in both cases, the abutter is entitled 
to the benefit of the street for all uses except street uses proper, subject, 
of. course, to legislative and municipal regulations, and that such rights 
are property or property rights in the abutter, which can only be taken 
away by the Legislature on the condition of ene compensation. And | 
the abutting owner’s rights in the street are not affected by the source 
from which he derives his title. . . . If the abutter owns the fee of 
the street, his rights may be said to be legal in their nature. If he does 
‘not own the fee, those rights are in the nature of equitable easements in 
fee, the soil of the street being the servient, the abutting owner's lot 
being the dominant tenement. Among the most important of such rights 
or easements is the abutter’s right to access, to light and to air. The 
court accordingly held that, so far as the elevated railway structures in- 
terfered with such rights or easements, while the Legislature might au- 
thorize their erection and use, yet this could only be done as respects the 
abutter by the exercise of the right of eminent domain, viz., on condi- — 
tion of making compensation to the abutting owner for the damage 
which his property actually sustained.” _ 

“The result of the author’s reflections upon this subject is that the 
views of the court of appeals are sound and just; sound, because they 
recognize the paramount nature of the public right to put the street to 
this new and necessary form of public use; just, because they recog- 
nize and declare that the abutter has special proprietary rights or 
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. easements in their nature, he is not called upon unequally to sacri- (620) 
fice without compensation for the public use. Im effect, the 
court says the true doctrine is ‘take but*pay.’” 1 Hare, supra, 370, 
875; Lewis on Eminent Domain, secs. 114, 115; Booth on Street Rail- 
— ways, sec. 81; Barney v. Keokuk, supra; R. R. v. Schurmer, T Wall., 
372; 1 Rorer Railroads, 524; Story v. R. R., supra; Hanes v. Thomas, 
7 Ind., 88; &. BR. v. Steiner, 44 Ga., 546; Theobold v. R. B., supra. 

The contrary view, laid down in 2 Wood’s Railway Law, 727, seems 
to be based upon the restricted interpretation of the word “taken,” it 
being applied by some of the courts only to property actually taken and 
occupied, and all incidental damages to adjoining proprietors are re- 
. garded as “consequential” in their character and damnum absque im- 
jurta. The learned author admits that such would not. be the case if 
the words used were “taken or damaged,” but by a reference to the 
opinion in Staton v. R. R., 111 N. C., 278, it will appear from the cases 
cited that this restricted meaning of the word “taken” is not in accord 
with the more recent and better authorities, and is being rapidly sub- 
merged by the steady and increasing current of judicial decision. Lewis, 
supra, 58; Pumpelly v. Greenbay, 13 Wall. 166; Haton v. R. R., 51 
N. H., 504. _ | 

The result of the numerous authorities is that in either view of the 
case, that is, whether the fee is in the plaintiff or in the city, the plain- 
tiff has certain proprietary rights, of which she cannot be deprived, 
even under the authority of the Legislature, without compensation. If 
her property is In any way injured by the use of the street for legitimate 
purposes, she cannot complain. But if the enjoyment of her private 
- rights in the street is interrupted by a perversion of the street to uses 
for which it was not intended, and which the public right does not jus- 
tify, and her property is thereby injured and its value impaired, 
she may maintain an action and recover such damages as she may (621) 
have sustained. These proprietary rights in the use of the street 
for proper public purposes are practically, as we have seen, the same 
' irrespective of the ownership of the soil, and are not confined to the 
mere right of access, since this may not be disturbed, although the street 
may be reduced in width to ten or fifteen feet. This view is well 
sustained in the leading case of Adams v. R. FR. (Minn.), 1 
L. R. A., 493, in which the court said: “Take a case in one of 
the States where the fee of the street is in the State or munici- 
pality, and of a street sixty feet wide. The abutting lot owners 
have paid for the advantages of the street on the basis of 
that width, either in the enhanced price paid for their lots, or, if the 
street was established by condemnation, in the taxes they paid for 
the land taken. In such a case, if the State or municipality should 
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attempt to cut the street down to the width of ten or fifteen feet, would | 
it be an answer to objection by lot owners that the diminished width 
would be sufficient for mere purposes of access to their lots? It would 
seem as though the question suggests the answer.” The interest of the 
abutting owner in the entire width of the street, subject to the proper 
uses of the public, upon the authority of the above decision, has been 
declared by this Court in Moose v. Carson, 104 N. C., 431, and cannot 
be regarded as an open question. See also Hanes v. Thomas, supra. If 
then the value of the property is lessened by reducing the width of the 
street, or if such damage } is caused by excavations rendering it unsafe 
and dangerous, as stated in the complaint, the plaintiff is entitled to re- 
cover. | | 
Jt will be observed that the defendant did not introduce its charter 
or show that it had condemned any part of the street or the rights or 
easement of the abutting proprietor. It justifies its conduct solely upon 
the mere license of the city of Winston, and in this view of the case its 
occupation, in so far as it affects the plaintiff, must be regarded 
(622) as unlawful. If this be so, the plaintiff may maintain a common 
law action for damages, to be assessed up to the time of the trial, 
or it seems she may sue for the permanent damage, if any, which has 
been inflicted upon her property by reason of the location and construc- 
tion of the defendant’s road, and by so doing confer upon the defendant _ 
(so far as she is concerned) an easement to occupy the street. Had the 
defendant entered under some statutory authority, 1t would be import- 
ant to consider whether the plaintiff would not be confined to the statu- 
tory remedy, but as it does not appear to have entered under any other au- 
thority than the bare unauthorized license of the city, and as the ruling 
of the Court is based expressly upon the validity of such license, we must 
conclude that the plaintiff has a right to maintain the present action, 
and that the issue as to the damages actually sustained should have been 
submitted to the jury. 
As the facts were not fully developed on the trial, we do not deem it 
proper to further pursue the discussion. , 
New trial. | 


Cited: Iiverman v. R. R., 114 N. C.,. 697; Ridley v. R. R., 118 N. C., 
1004; Merrick v. R. B., 1b., 1082; S. v. Higgs, 126 N. C., 1022, 1028; 
Tones v. Comrs., 130 N. C., 469; Phillips v. Telegraph Co., ab., 525; 
Hodges v. Telegraph Co., 138 N. C: 932; Rk. R. v. Telegraph Co., 137 
N. C., 834; Hester v. Traction Co., 138 N. C., 293; Brown v. Electric 
Co., ib., 538: Staton v. R.R., 147 N. 0, 435, 437 ; : Elizabeth City v. Banks, 
150 N. C., 413: Butler v. Tobacco Co, 159 N. C., 419; Guano Co. v. 
Lumber Co., 168 N.C., 840; Lloyd v. Venable, ab., 535; Bennett v. A. R., 
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170 N. C., 393; ; Kirkpatreck v. Traction Co., 1b., 478; Caveness v. R. B., 
172 N. C., 310; Powell v. EB. fi, 178 N, C., 246; Query v Tel. Co., 178 
N. C., 641, 


STATE v. WILLIAM LEWIS. 


Tate ‘for Escape—J arler—N egligence of Assistant. 


1. In the trial of an indictment against a jailer for the escape of a prisoner 
in his custody it is not necessary to prove negligence on his part since 
that is implied, and the burden is upon the defendant in such case to. 
show that the escape was not with his consent or through his negligence. 


2. Where in the trial of a jailer indicted for the escape of a prisoner it 

. appeared that he had intrusted some of the keys to an assistant who, 
according to the testimony, connived at the escape, the trial judge prop- 
erly instructed the jury that the only question was whether the defendant 
had exercised due care in the employment of his assistant. 


InpIctTMENT tried by Shuford, J., and a jury, at May Term, 

1893, of Vanor. (623) 
the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. 

county for negligently permitting the escape of a prisoner from the 
county jail. It appeared from the evidence that the defendant was sick 
and intrusted the keys, or some of the keys, of the jail to one Jim Green, 
a man whom he had hired to assist him in attending to the jail—clean- 
“ing it, heating it, and in carrying the prisoners food and water; that, 
before he hired him, he had made inquiry as to the character of the said 
Green, and was informed that -he was all right and a reliable man, ex- 
cept that he was a big liar. 

There was conflicting evidence as to sae the aeteadaal intrusted 
Green with all of the keys of the jail, or only some of them, and there 
was evidence tending to prove that some of the inner keys were furnished 
by some one else—a former jailer—they being duplicates which had 
never come into the hands of defendant—and that said Green permitted — 
the eseape. 

His Honor held, and recalled the jury twice to tell them, that it made 
no difference whether the jailer intrusted the keys of the cells to James 
Green or not, but the question for them was whether he had used dua 
eare in employing a trustworthy assistant. He had instructed them that 
the jailer had a right to employ an assistant and to intrust him with all 
the keys, but that he must be careful to employ one who was trust- 
worthy, and if he did not use such care he would be guilty; that defend- 
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ant admitted being informed that said Green was a big liar, and that 
they had seen Green on the witness stand and heard him admit that 
he had made contradictory statements about the escape. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
A. A. Hicks, A. J. Harris and T. T. Hicks for defendant. 


, MaoRarg, J., (after stating the facts). Section 1022 of The 
(624) Code, in relation to the offense above referred to, provides that 
| “in all such cases it shall be sufficient, in support of the indict- 
ment against such sheriff or other officer, to prove that such person so 
charged or sentenced was committed to his custody, and it shall le upon 
the defendant to show that such escape was not by his consent or negli- 
gence, but that he had used all legal means to prevent the same, and 
acted with proper care and diligence.” 3 

The defendant undertook the burden of showing that the escape was 
not by his consent or negligence. The rule is laid down in 8. v. John- 
son, 94 N. C., 924. “It is not necessary to prove negligence in one who 
has the lawful custody of the prisoner, for it is implied, and is excusable 
only when occasioned by the act of God or irresistible adverse force.” 

The defendant set up his sickness, which, if believed by the jury, was 
a sufficient excuse for his personal failure to prevent the escape, and the 
only question, as stated by his Honor, was whether he had exercised 
due care in the employment of his assistant. It was properly left to 
the jury, accompanied with the repeated instructions of his Honor. 
There is | 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Blackley, 181 N. C., 733. 


(625) 
STATE v. WILL DRAK®. 


Confessions by Prisoner—Inducements Held out by Officer—Hvidence. 


1. No confession by a prisoner is admissible which is made in consequence of 
any inducement of a temporal nature, having reference to the charge 
against him. | | 

2. If promises or threats have been used to induce a confession by a prisoner 
it must be made to appear that their influence has been entirely done 
away with before subsequent confessions can be deemed voluntary and, 
therefore, admissible; therefore, 
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3. Where, after arresting a person charged with burglary and conveying him 
to the preliminary trial, the officer said to prisoner: “If you are guilty, 

- I would advise you to make an honest confession. It might be easier for 

. you. It is plain against you;” and the prisoner said, “I am not guilty ;” 
and after the preliminary investigation, and while being conducted to jail 
by the same officer (who had not withdrawn the inducement to confess 
which he had held out to the prisoner while on the way to the magis- 
trate’s office), the prisoner made a confession: Held, that such confession 
was inadmissible as evidence on the trial, since it may have proceeded 
from the inducement held out to him by the officer when on the way to 
the magistrate’s office, and if so, there is no guaranty - its truth, and it 
ought to be BEIeChee: 


Inpiorment for burglary, tried at June Term, 1893, of Wizson, be- 
fore Shuford, J., and a jury. 

There was a verdict of guilty, and from the judgment thereon defend- 
ant appealed. 

The facts necessary to an understanding of the decision are stated in 
the opinion of Associate Justice Burwell. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
Aycock & Daniels for defendant. 


Burwey, J. “This much is certain nee no confession by the pris-. 
‘oner is admissible which is made in consequence of any inducement of | 
a temporal nature, having reference to the charge against the prisoner, 
held out by a person in authority.” 1 Roscoe Cr. Ev., p. 42. A witness 
for the State testified that while he was conveying the prisoner from the 
place where he and others had arrested him to Elm City, where he was 
taken before a justice, he said to the prisoner, then in his charge, “If 
you are guilty, I would advise you to make an honest confession. It 
might be easier for you. It is plain against you.” 

It seems to be conceded that this remark of the acting officer to his 
prisoner held out to him such an inducement to confess, that, if a con- 
-fession had then been made to the officer immediately in response 
_ to the suggestion, such confession would have been elearly inad- (626) 
missible. There was in what was then said to the prisoner a hope 
held out to him that a confession would make his punishment the lighter, 
and confessions thus induced by hope “are, of all kinds of evidence, the 
least to be relied on, and are therefore to be entirely rejected.” S.%: 
Roberts, 12 N. C., 259. | 

But no confession came from the lips of the prisoner in answer to this 
advice tendered to him by his keeper, but in its stead an assertion of his 
innocence; “he said, ‘I am not guilty,’ ” are the words of the witness. 
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Omitting now any recital of what occurred during the day of this 
occurrence, except that the prisoner was carried before the magistrate 
and was committed to jail upon evidence adduced at the examination, 
we find it stated in the case that his Honor, over the defendant’s objec- 
tion, allowed this same witness to testify to a confession made to him by 
the prisoner while he was conveying him from the justice’s office to the 
jail. There was no evidence of any withdrawal by the acting officer 
of the inducement to confess that he had held out to the prisoner while 
on the way to the magistrate’s office, and we now consider the admis- 
sibility of this confession as if no other inducement had been used. 

Viewing the matter in this way, we think there was error in admitting 
this confession, for the law, always most careful to ascertain if hope or 
fear in any degree influenced the prisoner, will attribute the making 
of the confession to the inducement held out to him by his keeper. And 
the fact that the inducement seemed at the time to have no effect, and 
only elicited the reply, “I am not guilty,” makes no difference in the 
rule. If the inducement had been held out to him by one person, and 
the confession had been made to another, nothing else appearing, the 
confession might have been admissible, for in that case there might 
have appeared no connection between the two. But, here, we have a 

_ eonfession made to him who had held out the hope, and while 
(627) he was in fact exercising the same authority over the prisoner. 
The assertion of his innocence, in reply to the proposition that 
he should confess and thus make it easier for him, does not at all prove 
that the offer of benefit from the officer who had him in charge did not 
find a lodgment in his mind. If so, what could be more reasonable than 
that when he found himself on the way to prison in charge of the author 
of this hope that a confession would alleviate his condition, he should 
be tempted to act then upon a suggestion that he had rejected when 
the prospect did not seem to him so dark, and make a confession. It 
may have proceeded from this cause, from this hope so held out to him. 
If it may have proceeded from that cause, there is no guaranty of its 
truth, and it must be rejected. S. v. Lawhorne, 66 N. C., 638; 8S. v. 
George, 50 N. C., 238. 

But there appears in this case, we think, another and perhaps a more 
cogent reason for the exclusion of this confession. It seems that “quite 
a crowd had come to the place where the investigation of the matter was 
had,.and after the hearing of the evidence and the decision of the magis- 
trate to commmit the prisoner to jail, he was told by the magistrate 
(Bailey) that ‘if he was going to tell anything, to tell the truth, that 
there was evidence enough against him to jail him any way’”; and the 
.record proceeds as follows: “He looked as if he was going to tell some- 
thing, and we took him upstairs in the store to get clear of the crowd. 
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This was after the decision of the justice committing to jail. The same 
four who arrested him were upstairs, and also My. Bailey. (The de- 
fendant objected to what was said upstairs; objection sustained.) In 
about an hour we started to Wilson with him.” And, no inducement: 
being held out to him, while on the way to the jail, nor any caution 
being given him, he made the confession which was admitted in evi-- 
dence. 

Now if it be conceded that we are wrong in our conclusion, Herre 
above, that the inducement held out by the officer to the prisoner 
which elicited the reply, “I am not guilty,” was sufficient to exclude (628): 
the subsequent confession, as heretofore stated, still it seems very 
clear that that inducement, coupled with what the committing magis- 
trate said to him after he had directed that he should be sent to jail,. 
fully warranted his Honor in excluding the confession said to have been. 
made “upstairs.” There was certainly enough said to the prisoner by the 
officer who arrested him, and by the justice just after he committed him. 
to jail, if considered together, to justify the conclusion that the confes- 
sion then made was brought about by an influence that rendered it unfit: 
for the consideration of the jury. His Honor, therefore, was right in 
excluding it. 

Tt is a well-settled rule int if promises or threats have been used, it 
must be made to appear that their influence has been entirely done away 
with before subsequent confessions can be deemed voluntary, and there- 
fore admissible. And hence, it having been found that an improper 
influence was used to obtain the confession that was excluded, and it not 
having been made to appear that that influence had been ff any way 
removed, the confession made on the journey to the jail to one of the 
crowd should also have been excluded. 8. v. Drake, 82 N. C., 592. The 
defendant is entitled to a 

New trial. 


STATE v. H. L. FINLAYSON. 
Indictment—Special Verdict, Wherein Defective. 


In the trial of an indictment against a person for refusing and neglecting to 
take out a license tax imposed by the ordinances of a city, a special 
verdict by the jury, which fails to specify the trade or occupation carried 
on by the defendant and set forth the specific provisions of the ordinance 
alleged to have been violated, is fatally defective, and a new trial will 
be granted on an appeal from the judgment thereon. 
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Inpictment for failure to pay a license tax imposed by an 


(629) ordinance of the city of Goldsboro, tried before Brown, J., at — 


April Term, 1893, of Wayne. 
The jury found a special verdict as follows: 
“1. That the city of Goldsboro, under its charter, a its regularly 
constituted authorities, on 1 June, 1899, adopted the following ordinance: 


OrpDINANCE 12. 


“ “Be wt ordained by the Aldermen of the city of Goldsboro: 7 
“<Srotion 1. That the following taxes shall be levied and collected, 
and are hereby levied on real and personal property and polls, and on the — 
business, trades and occupations carried on within the city of Goldsboro. 

“ ‘Seo. 2. That all monthly license taxes levied by this ordinance shall 
be collected on the first day of each month in advance. 

“<Sro. 7. That any person refusing or neglecting to pay the license 
tax assessed against them for the space of ten days shall be liable to a 
fine of $5.’ 

“9. That by another sdenines of said city 1t is made a misdemeanor 
to fail to take out the license above provided for. | 7 

“3. That defendant is the agent of the Baltimore United Oil Com- 
pany, a branch of the Standard Oil Company, having charge of the 
business of the said United Oil Company in Eastern North Carolina, 
embracing the city of Goldsboro. 

“4, That the Baltimore United Oil Company keeps o1] stored in the 
city of Goldsboro, and sells oil to merchants in said city through a regu- 
lar broker, who sarees a brokerage for selling. Said broker is a gen- 
eral broker, and sells for many other parties besides the United Oil 
Company, and pays the brokerage tax as required by the ordinances of 
said city. That said oil is shipped to Goldsboro from outside the State, 

and is stored for convenience of delivery and of purchasers. It 
(630) is shipped in barrels. Is sold without breaking packages. 


“5. In making sales of oil said broker keeps a ticket or memo- _— 


randum of the sales, which he forwards to the Norfolk office of the 
United Oil Company, and the bills are there made out against the pur- 
chasers for the price of said oil; in rare cases the purchaser proffers 
cash for the oil, and when he does so the broker takes the cash and 
charges the cash to himself on his brokerage account—there having been 
paid in cash at no time up to the present more than was due the broker — 
for brokerage. When a broker buys. oil he is at once supplied out of the . 
stock oil, and said broker will receive the cash for any amount of oil 
on hand proposed to be bought. | 

“6. That the Norfolk, Virginia, office has charge of the territory of 


Eastern North Carolin. 
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“7. That the Standard Oil Company is a corporation organized un- 
der the laws of one of the States other than North Carolina, as is also 
the United Oil Company, and the principle place of business of the said 
Standard Oil Company is Jersey City, in the State of New J ersey, and 
the principal place of business of the United Oil Company is in Balti- 

more, in the State of Maryland, and the said company and the said com- 
panies are producers, refiners and dealers in oils, selling the same 
throughout the United States. 

“8. That it was the duty of the defendunt to take out license for said 
business in the city of Goldsboro, if it was the duty of any person so 
to do. The defendant is an actual resident of the city of Goldsboro, 
Nc : 

“9, That the defendant refuses to take out the license required -by said 
ordinance. 

“Tf, upon these facts, the court shall be of opinion that the defend- 
ant is guilty, we find him guilty; but if, upon the facts, the court shall 
be of opinion that the defendant is not guilty, we find him not guilty.” 

The court being of opinion that the defendant was guilty, upon 
the facts found, directed a verdict of guilty and fined defendant (631) 
$5, whereupon defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
Aycock & Damels for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, C. J. The defendant is prosecuted for refusing and neg- 
lecting to pay the license tax, as required by chapter 12, section 7, of 
the ordinances of the city of Goldsboro. The special verdict 18 fatally 
defective, in that it fails to clearly allege the trade or occupation car- 
ried on by the defendant, and to set forth the specific provisions of the 
ordinance which it 1s alleged was violated by the defendant. Evidently 
a very important question concerning interstate commerce was intended 
to be presented, but we cannot consider it upon this verdict. According 
to the ruling in S. v. Corporation, 111 N. C., 661, there must be a 

New trial. 


Cited: S. v. Hanner, 143 N. C., 635. 
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STATE vy. DAVE KING. 
Indictment—Betting at “Ten-pins.” 


"The game known as “ten-pins,” like its kindred English game of “bowls,” is 
not a game of chance for betting at which the participants are indictable 
under chapter 29, Laws 1891. (8S. v. Gupton, 30 N. C., 271, followed.) 


InpicrMENT under chapter 29, Laws 1891, tried at August Term, 
“1898, of Prrson, before Brown, J. 7 
The jury rendered the following special verdict : 
“The defendant and one Dave Clayton, who is indicted in this bill 
‘but not on trial, at the date mentioned, and in this county, were playing 
at a game called ten-pins, at which money was bet by the defend- 
it 632) ants, to wit, $1 with each other. The said game is played on an 
alley about sixty feet long and four feet wide. Ten wooden pins 
_are set up at one end, and the players roll balls and knock them down, 
-and the player knocking down the largest number wins the game. The 
sgame played for money by these defendants wae identical with the game 
-commonly known by the name of ten-pins.” 
Upon the special verdict as above, his Honor directed a verdict of 
“not guilty’ and discharged the defendant, from which ne the 
solicitor appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
Boone & Parker for defendant. 


SuepnerD, C. J. The defendant is indicted for a violation of chapter 
«29, Laws 1891, which provides: “That it shall be unlawful for any per- 
-son to play at a game of chance at which money, property or other thing 
-of value is bet, whether the same be in stake or not, and those who play 
.and bet therein shall be guilty of a misdemeanor.” The defendant both 
played and bet at a game known as “ten-pins,” and the manner in which 
-such game is played is particularly described in the special verdict. The 
only question to be decided is whether such a game is a game of chance, 
and that it is not we have direct authority in the case of S. v. Gupton, 30 
N. C., 271. After an interesting discussion as to what constitutes a game 
of chance, Ruffin, C. J., concludes that “we take this game to be one spe- 
_. eles of the game known in England and spoken of in her statutes under 

the general term of bowls, and, if it be, there is legal authority for holding 
-it not to be a game of chance.” The Attorney-General, with his usual ° 

-and commendable candor, yields the case tmder the above decision. 


Affirmed. 
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| r 8 | (633) 
STATE v. YANCEY ALBERTSON : 


Indictment—Affray—Plea of Autrefois Convict. 


1. An affray being a mutual fighting, and an indictment therefor being against 

each person, one may be convicted and the other acquitted, or one may 

‘ be convicted of an assault with a deadly weapon and the other of a 
simple assault. 


2. A plea of former conviction or acquittal before a justice of the peace for 
a simple assault is a complete defense on a trial for the same offense in 
the Superior Court, unless it should appear in the latter that the defend- 
ant making the plea had, in fact, used a deadly weapon or inflicted serious 
injury, in which ease, the justice not having jurisdiction, the proceedings 
before him would be a nullity. - 


AVERY, J., dissents. : 


_ Iyvrcrmenr for an affray with a denaiy: weapon and serious injury, 
tried before Bryan, J., and.a jury, at August Term, 1893, of Duprin. 
The facts are sufficiently stated in the opinion of Mr. Justice Clark, 
From the judgment on a verdict of “guilty” the defendant Albertson 
appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
A. D. Ward for defendant. 


Char, i ~The indictment charges an favs in that the defendant 
and one Maready did beat and wound each other with deadly weapons. 
The defendant Albertson pleaded former conviction. It was admitted 
_ that he had been tried before a justice of tle peace and punished for a 
‘simple assault. The evidence, on the trial before the Superior Court, as 
before the Justice, showed that he had used no deadly weapom and in- 
flicted no ‘serious injury, though Maready, whom the jury acquitted, 
had. Upon this evidence the plea of former conviction should have 
been sustained. 

In 8S. v. Coppersmith, 88 N. C., 614, the indictment charged 
that each of the parties indicted for an affray had used a deadly (634) | 
weapon. The evidence showed that Coppersmith was guilty only — 
of a simple assault. The court below thereupon held that it had no 
jurisdiction as to him. This was overruled on appeal. The reason for 
this more fully appears in S. v. Ray, 89 N. C., 587 (and subsequent cases 
affirming it), which is, that the charge of using a deadly weapon confers 
jurisdiction, and that the court, being a court of general jurisdiction, 
will not dismiss the action upon it appearing that only a simple assault 
had been committed. The court, in such cases, will proceed to judg- 
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ment, though, of course, it cannot impose a sentence beyond the limit for 

a simple assault when tried before a justice of the peace. 8. v. John- 
son, 94 N. C., 863; 8. v. Nash, 109 N. C., 824. 

Here an assault with a. deadly weapon is charged. The proof as to 
Albertson is of a simple assault. The conviction could only be for a 
simple assault. It is admitted that Albertson had been tried and 
punished for that. He cannot be punished again. It was error to over- 
rule the plea of former conviction. S. v. Price, 111 N. C., 708. 

An affray is a mutual fighting, and an indictment therefor is a charge 
against each person. One may be acquitted and the other convicted of 
an assault, or one may be found guilty of an assault with a deadly 
weapon and the other of a simple assault. If convicted of the latter, 
a former conviction or acquittal therefor before a justice of the peace 
is a complete defense, though, of course, a judgment before a magistrate 
would not be a defense when, in the subsequent trial in the Superior 
Court, it appears that the defendant pleading former conviction (or 
acquittal) had, in fact, used a deadly weapon or inflicted serious in- 
jury. S. v. Huntley, 91 N. C., 617; S. v. Shelby, 98 N. C., 678, In 
such case, the Justice not having ‘urisdiction, the proceedings before 
him would be a nullity. 

Error. 


Cited: S. v. Hight, 124 N. C., 846; S. v. Fagg, 125 N. C., 611; 8. v. 
Battle, 180 N. C., 656; S. v. Lucas, 1389 N. C., 578; S. v. Lancaster, 
169 N. C., 285; 8. v. Dockery, 171 N. C., 829. 


(635) | —_ 
. STATE v. DH. W. STAFFORD. 


— Assault and Battery—Schoolteacher—~Pupil. 


1. A diseretionary power in the infliction of punishment upon pupils is con- 
fided to schoolmasters and teachers, and they will. not be held criminally 
liable unless the punishment results in permanent injury, or be inflicted 
merely to gratify their own evil passions. 

2. A warrant which charges that the defendant “did acimereleally whip” a 
child, “inflicting serious bruises on her person,” sets out a battery, though 
the quo animo is not charged. Should the defense be set up that it was 
inflicted by a teacher on his pupil, it can be invalidated by proof of malice 
or anger or excessiveness. 

3. The words in the warrant, “inflicting bruises on her person,” is not a suffi- 
cient allegation of serious. injury to deprive the justice of jurisdiction. 
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4. The trial in the Superior Court on appeal from a conviction in a justice’s 
court being de novo, it is competent for the judge, in. his discretion, to 
impose a heavier or lighter penalty than the sentence of the justice, pro- 

' vided the punishment does not exceed the limit which the justice might 
have aati 


ASSAULT AND BATTERY, tried before Whitaker, J., and a jury, at March 
Term, 1893, of Moors. | 

The action was commenced in a justice’s court, and the defendant was 
convicted, and appealed. The evidence disclosed the fact that defend- 
ant was a schoolteacher and Anna B. Black was one of his pupils, and 

that the defendant whipped the said Anna B. Black. 
The evidence on the part of the State tended to show that the aah 
ment was immoderate and was inflicted to gratify defendant’s malice, 
and out of anger. The evidence on the part of the defendant tended 
to show that the punishment was moderate and was not inflicted out of. 
malice or anger on the part of defendant. 

At conclusion of State’s evidence, defendant’s spinach ved to dismiss 
the action, because the court had no jurisdiction. Motion was | 
overruled by the court; and defendant excepted. (636) 

At the conclusion at defendant’s evidence, counsel for defend- 
ant moved to dismiss the action for want of jurisdiction, and this mo- 
tion was overruled, and defendant excepted, 

His Honor left the case to the jury, with appropriate instructions as 
to the law and the evidence in the case. There were no exceptions to the 
instructions to the jury. There was a verdict of guilty. Judgment of 
the court as appears in the record. Defendant appseren ts to the Supreme 
Court. , | 


The Nessie Cebit for the State. 
No counsel contra. | 


Crark, J. The defendant, a schoolteacher, was convicted before a 
magistrate for whipping one of his scholars, and fined $40. On appeal 
to the Superior Court he was again. convicted, and was fined by the 
judge $50. There were no exceptions to evidence, nor to the charge. 
The only exception taken was to the refusal of a motion to dismiss, made 
upon the ground of want of jurisdiction. 

We were not favored with an argument on behalf of defendant. It 
may be that the motion to dismiss was based on the ground that the 
courts have no jurisdiction in eases of chastisemént inflicted: by teachers 
upon their pupils. In 8. 1. Pendergrass, 19 N. C., 365, it is held that 
the law confides to schoolmasters and teachers a cicorenonues power in 
the infliction of punishment upon their pupils, and will not hold them 
criminally responsible, unless the punishment. be such as to occasion per- 
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manent injury to the child, or be inflicted merely to gratify their own 

evil passions. Here the warrant charges that the defendant “did un- 

mercifully whip” the child, “inflicting bruises on her person.” It is not 

necessary that the quo animo should be charged. The warrant sufi- 
ciently sets out a battery. When the defense is set up that it was 

(637) inflicted by a teacher upon his pupil, this defense can be invali- | 
dated by proof of malice or anger or excessiveness. 

The case on appeal states that there was evidence “tending to show 
that the punishment was immoderate, and was inflicted to gratify de- 
fendant’s malice, and out of anger.” There was evidence for defendant 
tending to show the contrary, but the case states that the court left the 
conflicting evidence to the jury, with appropriate instruction, to which. 
no exception was taken. The quo animo thus passed upon by the jury 
distinguishes the facts of this case from those in S. v. RONNIE, 
supra. 

If the objection to the jurisdiction proceeded on the ground that the 
magistrate had no jurisdiction, it 1s sufficient to say that there is nothing 
in the warrant, nor in the evidence, to oust his original jurisdiction. The 
words in the warrant, “inflicting bruises on her person,” is not a suffi- | 
cient allegation of serious injury to deprive the justice of jurisdiction. 
The evidence, as far as set out, falls far short of the facts in S. »v. 
Huntley, 91 N. C., 617. 

The trial in the Superior Court being de novo, it was competent for 
the judge, in his discretion, to lay a lighter or heavier penalty than the 
sentence of the justice, provided, of course, he did not exceed the limit 
of punishment which the magistrate could have imposed. S. v. John- 
son, 94 N. C., 863. . « 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Battle, 130 N. C., 657; S. v. Thornton, 136 N. C., 617. 


(638) | 
STATE v. JOHN THOMPSON. 


Indictment for Perjury, Sufficiency of. 


The averments of an indictment charging that defendant did unlawfully com- 
mit perjury on the trial of a certain action in a certain court by falsely 
asserting on oath, “in substance, as follows (here setting out the alleged 
false testimony); said defendant knowing the said statement to be false, 
against the form of the statute,” etc., are sufficient and in compliance ve 
the form prescribed by the act of 1889. 
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Inpictment for perjury, tried at March Term, 1893, of the Criminal. 
Court of New Hanover, before Meares, J. 

The jurors, etc., present that John Thompson, etc., did unlawfully. 
commit perjury upon the trial of an action in the Mayor’s Court in the 
city of Wilmington in said county, wherein the State of North Carolina 
was plaintiff and John Thompson was defendant, by falsely asserting 
on oath, “in substance, as follows, to wit: ‘About 8 o’clock on 25 Febru- 
ary I was between Schulkin and Dennis’ s stores; aman passed 1 in about 
six or seven feet of me and made an oath; he had a gun in his hand; he 
walked to the corner and stood up by a post; in a few minutes a car came 
up to the end of the switch, and as the man changed the trolley he fired ; 
I am positive the man that fired the gun was Buck Wright; I have ae 
him for some time; I have seen the gun before; Wright left 1t in my shop 
to be repaired last, Christmas; I put a new spring in it?—the said Jobn 
Thompson knowing the said statements to be false, against the form of the 
statute in such cases made and provided, and against the peace and dig- 
nity of the State.” The jury returned a verdict of guilty, and the de- 
fendant moved in arrest of judgment, on ihe ground that the indictment 
was not sufficient in its averments to charge the crime of perjury, as it 
did not specifically charge that the matters, alleged to be sworn to, were 
wilfully, absolutely and falsely in a matter material to the point 
in issue. The motion was denied, and the defendant appealed (639) 
from the judgment pronounced. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Burwett, J. The averments in the indictment are sufficient. It com- 
plies in all essential particulars with the form prescribed by the Act of 
1889, which has been approved by this Court i in 8. v. Gates, 107 N. Ci, 
- 882, and j in other cases. 

Affirmed. 


Cited: 8. v. Mitchell, 132 N. C., 1036; S. v. Harris, 145 N. C., 458; 
S. v. Cline, 146 N. C., 642. 
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STATE y. THOMAS CARTER. 
Case on Appeal—Counts in I ndictment—Larceny—V erdict. 


1. Where the case on appeal shows no exceptions to the admission or refusal ° 
of testimony, nor to the charge, and that no special instructions were 
asked, the judgment will be affirmed, unless error appears upon the face 
of the record proper. . 


2. Where there are two counts in an indictment, each charging a felony, a 
general verdict is good without specifying upon which count it was 
rendered. 


3. The charge of the theft of “$5 in money of value of $5” is good under The 
Code, sec. 1190, and is sustained by the proof of the theft of any kind of 
coin or treasury or bank notes without proof of the particular kind of. 
coin or treasury or bank note. 


4, Where an indictment for larceny laid the property in “W. A. C., agent of 
the Farmers’ Exchange,’ and there was no exception that the evidence 
failed to show a special property in C.: Held, that the words “agent of 
Farmers’ Exchange” are mere surplusage, and the verdict of guilty estab- 
lishes all the material facts charged in the indictment, including that of 
the ownership. 


Inprctment for larceny, tried before Boykin, J., and a jury, at Spring 
Term, 1893, of Daviz. Defendant was convicted, and appealed. 


(640) The Attorney-General and T. B. Bailey for the State. 
No counsel contra, 


Orarx, J. The case on appeal states that there were no exceptions to 
the admission or refusal of testimony, nor to the charge, and that no 
special instructions were asked. The judgment must be affirmed, unless 
there is error upon the face of the record proper. S. v. Bell, 108 N. C., 
438, and other cases cited in Clark’s Code (2 Ed.), p. 582. 

The defendant was indicted for larceny, with a second count for re- - 
ceiving stolen goods, knowing them to have been stolen. There was a 
general verdict of guilty without specifying upon which counts. The 
Code, sec. 1191, permits the joining of the two counts, and a general 
verdict was held good without specifying upon which count it was ren- 
dered, in S. v. Speight, 69 N. C., 72;.8. v. Baker, 70 N. C., 530, and 
S. v. Jones, 82 N. C., 685. These cases were decided when the first 
count (larceny) was a "felony, and the second (for receiving ) was only 
a misdemeanor. A fortiori, a general verdict is valid, since Laws 1891, 
ch. 205, which makes both charges felonies. The second count is not de- 
fective, though using some unnecessary phraseology. But if it were 
defective, the court would place the verdict to the good count. 8S. v. 
Toole, 106 N. C., 736, and cases there cited. | 
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The charge of the theft of $5 in money of the value of $5 is good un- 
der The Code, sec. 1190, and was sustained by proof of the theft of any 
amount of coin or treasury or bank notes without proof of the particular 
kind of coin or treasury or bank note. S. v. Freeman, 89 N. C., 469. 
The property is laid in “W. A. Clements, agent of the Farmers’ Lix-. 
change.” There is no exception that there was a variance, or that the 
evidence failed to show a special property in Clements. The verdict 
establishes all the material facts charged in the indictment, including 

that of the ownership. The words, “agent of the Farmers’ Exchange,” 
are mere surplusage. This differs from S. v. Jenkins, 78 N. C., 

478, in that, there, exception was taken on the trial that the evi- (641) 
dence did not show any special property in the railroad agent, 

in whom the ownership was laid. His possession being merely, on the 
evidence, the possession of a servant, he had no property therein and 
the ownership should have been laid in the corporation. 

There being no error on the face of the record, the Judgment is 

Affirmed. ; 


. Cited: S. v. Holder, 133 N. C., 711; 8S. v. Francis, 157 N. C., 614; 8. 
v. Poythress, 174 N. C., 813. 


STATE v. W. R. WINCHESTER. 


Criminal Action—Judge Directing Verdict—Practice. 


1. In a criminal action the trial judge cannot direct a verdict on the testi- 
mony, for the jury must pass upon the credibility of the testimony offered. 


2. Regularly, the two pleas of “former conviction” and “not guilty” should be 
tried separately, since the former implies an admission of the criminal 
act and is inconsistent with an absolute denial. 


' ASSAULT AND BATTERY tried, on appeal from a justice of the peace, 
before Armfield, J., and a jury, at February Term, 1893, of Unzon. 
The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Clark. 


The Attorney-General and-Armistead J ones for the State. 
R. B. Redwine for defendant. 


Onarx, J. The case on appeal states, “At the close of the testimony 
his Honor instructed the jury that, upon the testimony of justice of the 
peace Irby, there had been no former conviction, and, upon the testi- 
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mony of the defendant, he was guilty, and directed a verdict to be ren- 
dered accordingly.” If the evidence justified it (as to which we need 

express no opinion ) , 1t would have been proper for the court to. 
(642) instruct the jury that if they believed the evidence of Irby, wit- 

ness for defendant, they should find that there was no former 
conviction, and, if they believed the defendant’s own testimony, he was 
guilty of the offense charged. S. v. Vines, 93 N. C., 4938, 498. But in direct- 
ing a verdict, the judge exceeded his powers in a eriminal action. The 
jury must pass upon the credibility of the testimony offered. The sub- 
ject has been so recently discussed in S. v. Riley, post, 648, that we need 
not repeat what is there said. 

Regularly, the two pleas of former conviction and not guilty should 
be tried separately, since the plea of former conviction “implies an ad- 
mission of the criminal act, and is inconsistent with an absolute denial.” 
S. v. Pollard, 88 N. C., 597; 8. v. Respass, 85 N. C., 5384. But the prac- 
tice of trying them together has become not unusual, and is often conven- 
ient. There being no exception on that ground, this Court must assume 
that this course was pursued with the assent of the defendant. But in 
directing a verdict there was 
Error. 


Cited: S. v. Ellsworth, 131 UN. Gs 714; S. v. Taito 133 N. C., 7585 
S. v. White, 146 N. C., 610. 


(643) 
STATE v. JOHN RAMSOUR. 


Practice—Case on Appeal—Record Proper—Indictment—Carrying Con- 
cealed Weapons—J urisdiction—Hx Post Facto Laws. 


1. Where there is repugnancy between the case on appeal and the record 
proper the record will control. 

2 The Laws of 1887 (ch. 68), as amended by the Laws of 1891 (ch. 26), 
giving exclusive jurisdiction to justices of the peace of the offense of 
carrying concealed weapons, was in force 25 December, 1892, and where 
a defendant committed the offense on that date and was indicted therefor 
in October, 18938, under the Laws of 1893 (ch. 10), which repealed the’ 
Laws of 1887 and 1891, and restored the jurisdiction to the Superior 
Court, the indictment was properly quashed. 

3. The Legislature has no more authority to give a retroactive effect to a 
statute making the punishment for an offense already committed more 
severe than to subjeet persons to punishment under a criminal statute 
passed after the commission of the act for which they are indicted. 
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Inpictment for carrying concealed weapons, tried at Fall. Term, 
1893, of Lincoxn, before McIver, J. | 
_ The facts are stated in the opinion of Associate Justice Avery. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
D. W. Robinson for defendant. 


Avery, J. There is a conflict between the record proper and the state- 
ment of the case on appeal. The judge states that the judgment was 
suspended after a trial and verdict of guilty, it being admitted that the 
offense was committed in December, 1892. From the record proper it 
appeared that no jury was impaneled, but that the defendant was 
brought to the bar of the court and arraigned upon an indictment (in 
the usual form for carrying a concealed weapon) which was found on 16 
October, 1893, whereupon the following entry was made: “Motion by de- 
fendant to quash bill of indictment. Admitted by the State that the 
offense was committed in the year 1892. The carrying admitted by the 
defendant. Motion to quash allowed. Defendant discharged. State ex- 
cepts, and appeals to the Supreme Court.” 

‘Where there is a repugnancy between the record and the case stated, 
the record will control.” S.v. Keeter, 80 N. C., 472; Farmer v. Willard, 
75 N. C., 401. We must, therefore, consider the case as though it had 
been found on a special verdict on a plea in abatement that the offense 
was committed on 25 December, 1892, as charged in the indictment. 
The statute which was in force on 25 December, 1892 (Laws 1887; ch. 
68), by hmiting the punishment for carrying a concealed weapon, so that 
it could not exceed a fine of fifty dollars or imprisonment for 
thirty days, gave courts of justices of the peace exclusive cog- (644) 
nizance of the offense, and Laws 1891, ch. 26, left the jurisdiction 
still in the same tribunals. The later statute (Laws 1893, ch. 10), by 
repealing the Laws of 1887 and the amendatory Act of 1891, restored 
vitality to section 1005 of The Code, which leaves the punishment for 
carrying a concealed weapon to the sound discretion of the court, and 
. again makes the offense solely cognizable in the Superior Court. This 
statute took effect on 2 February, 1893, and is still in force. The Su- 
perior Court therefore has no authority to try one who carried a con- 
cealed weapon prior to the enactment of the statute now in force and as 
all laws giving jurisdiction to justices of the peace have been repealed 
without reservation or saving clause, it would seem that offenders who 
violated the Act of 1887 as amended by that of 1891 are not now liable 
to indictment. S. v. Massey, 103 N. C., 356. 

The Legislature has no more authority to give a retroactive effect to 
a statute making the punishment for an offense already created more 
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severe, even though it is so provided in express terms, than to subject 
persons to punishment under a criminal statute passed after the com- 
mission of the act for which they may be indicted. The provision of the 
Federal Constitution, which forbids the enactment by a State of any 
ex post facto law, could, in either event, be invoked for the protection 
of the person charged. Ordronaux Cons. Leg., p. 228. 
The judgment quashing the indictment 1s° 
Affirmed. 


(645) _ 
STATE v. PRESTON BROWN. 


Indictment, Sufficiency sh Thaes Robbery—J se of Counts for 
Higher and Lower Offense. ; 


1. Since the Laws of 1891 (ch. 205, sec. 2), the joinder in an indictment for 
an offense of a count for a lesser offense, or for an attempt to commit the 
same, is mere surplusage. 


2, In an indictment for highway robbery the value or description of the article 
taken, or attempted to be taken, is not material, since the gist of the 
offense is not the taking but a taking by putting in fear or by force. 


3. Inasmuch as money is the measure of values, a charge in an indictment of 
taking “ten dollars in money” is an allegation of taking “the value of ten 
dollars.” (The Code, sec. 1190.) 


4. A charge in a bill of indictment for robbery that the defendant ‘did make 
an assault” and “put in bodily fear and danger of his life,” and “then 
and there feloniously and violently did seize, take and carry away ten 
dollars in money from the prosecutor,” is an explicit allegation of force. 
Indeed, the words “feloniously and violently” were of themselves sufii- 
cient. 


Capone: for vay. robbery, tried before Hoke, J., and a 1 Jury, 
at Spring Term, 1893, of Epazcomse. 

Phe detetdant wae convicted: and appealed. The facts appear in the 
opinion. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No count contra. 


Crarx, J. Upon Bensten of the transcript it appearing that though 
the “case on appeal” recited that there was a verdict of guilty and judg- 
ment, the record proper failed to show that there had been a trial by 
jury and to set out the sentence of the court below, this Court ex mero 
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neti directed an instanter certiorari to supply the defect, which has 
now been done. 

The indictment sets out two counts, one for highway robbery, second 
for an attempt to commit the same. The verdict found the defendant 
guilty on the first count. It is therefore unnecessary to consider 
the exception made to the second count. But had the defendant (646) 
been convicted of the attempt to commit highway robbery, the 
first count, if good, would have supported the verdict since Laws 1891, 
ch. 205, sec. 2, which provides: “Upon the trial of any indictment the _ 
prisoner may be convicted of the crime charged ,therein, or of a lesser 
degree of the same crime, or of an attempt to commit the crime so 
charged, or of an attempt to commit a lesser degree of the same crime.” 
This statute is a copy of that in force in England and in New York and 
other States. It extends to all crimes the provision which, to a more 
limited extent, was already in force in this State, by virtue of chapter 
34, Laws 1885, and indeed at common law. Wharton Crim. Pl. and 
Pr. (9 Ed.), 246, 465. The joinder of a count for a lesser offense or an 
attempt is now mere surplusage. 

The objections to the first count raised by motion to quash and re- 
newed after verdict by a motion in arrest of judgment were: 

“1. For that there was no value of the money designated in the bill.” 

In an indictment for this offense, the value or description of the ar- 
ticle taken or attempted to be taken j is not material, for the gist of the 
offense is not the taking, but a taking by putting in fear or by force. 
8S. v. Burke, 73 N. C., 83, citing Rex v. Bingley, 5C. & P., 602. But, 
in fact, the charge of “ton dollars in money” is an allegation of “the 
value of ten dollars,” since money 1s the measure of values. McCarty v. 
S., 127 Ind., 223. Indeed, the description would be sufficient under our 
statute, even in an indictment for larceny, and would be sustained by 
proof of the theft of coin or bank or treasury notes. S. v. Freeman, 89 
N. C., 469; The Code, sec. 1190. 

That the word steal nor any equivalent word is charged in the 
bill.” 

It is not necessary that it should be. The indictment is a copy 
of the form given in Wharton Pr., 410. Among the many defini- (647) 
tions given of robbery, probably the best is that by Lord Mans- 
field: “A felonious taking of property from the person of another by 
force.” Rex v. Donally, 2 East P. C., 715, 725, or Blackstone’s (4 BI. 
Com., 242): “The felonious and forcible taking from the person of 
another of goods or money to any value by violence or putting him in 
fear.’ To,make it highway robbery it is only necessary further to charge - 
and prove that it was committed “in or near a highway.” It is true 
a defendant acquitted of this offense, because violence or putting in fear 
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is not proved, may be convicted of larceny. S. v. Cody, 60 N. C., 197; 
S. v. Halford, 104 N. C., 874. But the word “steal” is not an indispensa- 
ble word like “feloniously,” either in this or an indictment for lar- 
ceny. As to either, the words “feloniously did take and carry away” are 
a sufficient allevation ; in this respect. The addition of the word “seize,” 
i.e., “feloniously did seize, take and carry away,” is a peculiarly appro- 
priate substitute in an indictment for this offense, for the word “steal,” 
which is tautology and a mere repetition of the idea embraced in the 
words “feloniously take and carry away. as | 

“3. That no force is charged therein.” 

The charge that the defendant “did make an assault, we og and 

“out in bodily fear and danger of his life,” and “then and there feloni- 

ously and violently did selze, take and carry away” ten dollars in money 
from the prosecutor, is a véry explicit allegation of force. Indeed, the 
words “feloniously and violently” were of themselves sufficient. 8. v. 
Cowan, 29 N. C., 239, 250. But this indictment goes beyond that and 
beyond the other words above quoted, and even adds, out of abundant 
caution, the express words, “with force and arms,” which have been held 
‘unnecessary in an indictment for any offense for three centuries and a 
half. S. v. Harris, 106 N. C., 682, 687. 

No error. 


Cited: 8.1 v. Savage, 161 N. ©., 246. 


(648) | 
STATE vy. W. J. RILEY. 


Practice in Criminal Actions—Power of Judge to Direct Verdict—Drs- 
tinction between Civil and Criminal Actions. 


1. The court cannot direct a verdict in a criminal case, even when the evidence 
for the State is uncontradicted, for the plea of not guilty disputes its 
eredibility, and there is the presumption of innocence which can only be 
overcome by the verdict of the jury; therefore, 

2, Where, on the trial of a prisoner, the evidence of the State being uncon- 
tradicted, the court told the jury, if they believed the evidence, to return 
a verdict of guilty, and after pausing a moment or two, and the jury 
manifesting no disposition to retire, the court told the clerk to enter the 
verdict of guilty: Held, that while it was not necessary that the jury 
should retire, yet it was indispensable that they should agree upon and 
render the verdict. (Distinction between civil and criminal actions in 
this respect noted and discussed.) 
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_ Warrant issued by and returnable before a justice of the peace, 
against the defendant for selling spirituous liquors contrary to the pro- 
visions of section 2740 of The Code, and tried, on appeal, before Bryan,. 
J., and a jury, at March Term, 1893, of Oraner. | 

After the close of the evidence for the State (the defendant having: 
introduce none), his Honor instructed the jury that if they believed 
the evidence, the defendant was guilty, and directed the clerk to enter’ 
a verdict of guilty, which was done. From the refusal of a new trial 
upon the ground that the jury were not anONe to pa upon the facts, 
the defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
C.D. Turner for defendant, 


Crark, J. The evidence for the State being uncontradicted, the 
court told the jury, if they believed the evidence, to return a verdict 
of guilty. This was correct upon the evidence set out, and if the 
jury had returned a verdict, there would be no ground for ex- (649) 
ception. S. v. Burke, 82 N. C., 551. But the case further 
-states, “after pausing for a moment or two, and the jury manifesting 
no disposition to retire, the court told the clerk to enter the verdict of 
guilty.” It was not necessary that the jury should retire, but it was 
indispensable that the Jury should agree upon and render the verdict. 
The court cannot direct a verdict in a criminal case. S. v. Dixon, 75 
N. C., 275; 8. v. Shule, 82 N. C., 153. ? 

In the latter case, Pearson, I. thus draws the distinction in this 
respect between civil and criminal actions: “When a plaintiff fails to 
make out a case, the judge may say to the jury that, if all the evidence 
offered be true, the plaintiff has not made out a case, and direct a ver- 
dict to be entered for the defendant, unless the plaintiff chooses to sub- 
mit to a nonsuit. It is in effect a demurrer to the evidence. The 
plaintiff has no right to complain, for in reviewing the question of law, 
he has the benefit of the supposition that the evidence offered by him 
and the inferences of fact are all true. So when the plaintifi’s case is — 
admitted, the whole question turns,upon the defense attempted to be set 
up. If, taking the facts to be as contended for by the defendant, the 
court is of opinion that he has made out no answer to the action it is 
proper, and saves time for the court, to direct the verdict to be entered 
for the plaintiff. The defendant is not prejudiced, because, upon ap- 
peal, the question will be presented in the most favorable point of view 
for him.” 

- “But the present case is not like either of these, for the State had 
not made out a case, unless the State’s witness was believed, and the 
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eredibility of a witness must be passed on exclusively by the jury. It 
is true, from the case as made out, there could be but little room to 
doubt that both defendants were guilty, and the wonder is why the iy 
should have hesitated about convicting both. Still, that was 
(650) matter for the jury, and it’s being a plain case, although it ac- 
counts for, does not legalize, this novel mode in entering a ver- 
dict.” 

The rule is also laid down by Mr. Circuit Judge McCrary (M r. Justice 
Miller, of the United States Supreme Court, concurring), in United 
States v. Taylor, 3 McCrary, 500, 505: “In civil cases, where the facts 
are undisputed and the case turns upon questions of law, the court may, 
direct a verdict in accordance with its opinion of the law; but the au- 
thorities which settle this rule have no application to criminal cases. 
In a civil case, the court may set aside the verdict, whether it be for 
the plaintiff or defendant, upon the ground that it is contrary to the law 
as given by the court; but in a criminal case, if the verdict is one of 
acquittal, the court has no power to set it aside. It would be a useless 
form for court to submit a civil case, involving only questions of law, 
to the consideration of a jury, where ‘the verdict when found, if not in 
accordance with the court’s view of the law, would be set aside. The . 
same result is accomplished by an instruction given, in advance, to find 
a verdict in accordance with the court’s opinion of the law. But not 
so in criminal cases. A verdict of acquittal cannot be set aside, and, 
therefore, if the court car direct a verdict of guilty, it can 6 in- 
directly that which it has no power to do directly.” This is cited in 2 
Thompson Trials, sec. 2149. 

In short, when ‘the court holds that the evidence, if true, fails to make 
out a case, it can direct a verdict against the State ; in ceniinal actions, 
as against the plaintiff in a civil action, although usually, if a serious 
question is involved, a special verdict is rendered in the former, and a 
nonsult taken in the latter case, that the action of the court may be 
reviewed. 

In a civil case the court can direct a verdict against the defendant 
when the plaintiff’s cause of action is admitted and the evidence or 
matter set up in defense, if true, would be no defense. This cannot 

possibly happen in a criminal action, since to admit the State’s 
(651) cause of action (the indictment) is to plead guilty. In a civil 
case the court may direct a verdict also when “the facts are undis- 
puted and the case turns upon questions of law solely” (United States 
v. Taylor, supra), but in a criminal case this can only happen upon a 
special verdict. The plea of not guilty disputes the credibility of the 
evidence, even when uncontradicted, since there is the presumption of 
innocence, which can only be overcome by the verdict of the jury. The 
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furthest the court can go in a criminal action, is to charge the jury that 
if they believe the evidence the defendant 1s guilty. Upon the evidence 
set out in the record, there was a plain case against the defendant, and 
also against his principal as well (who, for some unknown reason, is 
not on trial), if the evidence is to be believed, but of that a jury and a 
jury alone can judge. By reason of his Honor’ s inadvertence, at the 
moment, to the above essential distinction between civil and criminal 
actions, we must direct a 
New trial. 


Cited: S. v. Winchester, ante, 642; Riggan v. Sledge, 116 N. C., 93; 
Wool v. Bond, 118 N. C., 2; 8. v. Woolard, 119 N. C., 780; S. v. Coy, 
ib., 904; S. v. Journigan, 120 N. C., 569; S. v. Holmes, ib., 576; 8. v. 
Neal, ib., 621; Burrus v. Ins. Co., 121 N. C., 65; Barbee v. sr Nes 
ib., 148; S. v. Mallett, 125 N. C., 723; S. v. Hill, 141 N. C., 771; 8. v 
te. R., 145 N. C., 578; Bank v. Fountain, 148 N. C., 594; g. v. R. R., 
149 N. C., 447; "Everett v. Williams, 152 N. C., 118; Bank v. Griffin, 
153 N. C., 75; West felt v. Adams, 159 N. C., 494: Bank v. Branson, 
165 N.C., "349 ; ; Cauley v. Dunn, 167 N. C., 33: "Smathers v. Hotel Co., 

168 N. C. 72; S. v. Craft, vb., 213; S. v. Homer 174 N. Cs 798 ; S. v. 
— Windley, 178 N. C., 674. 


STATE y. JAMES P. AIKEN. 


Defaulting Witness in Mayor's Court—Contempt—Power of Mayor to 
| Fine for Contempt. 


1. In addition to the fact that the power to punish for contempt is inherent 
in all courts and essential to their existence, the authority given in this 
respect to justices of the peace by section 651 of The Code is extended 
to mayors by section 3818 of The Code. 

2. A fine of $8 imposed by a mayor upon a defaulting witness for contempt 

in disobeying a subpoena is not excessive. . 

3. From analogy to cases in which prosecutors are taxed with eosts, an appeal 
from a judgment in a proceeding for contempt against a defaulting wit- 
ness in a prosecution against R. should be entitled “State v. R.: ; Appeal by 
A., defaulting witness.” 


~ Procexprne to enforce a penalty against defaulting witness, (652) 
begun before the Mayor of Brevard, and heard on appeal at _ 

Fall Term, 18938, of Transytvanta, before Armfield, J., who dis- 
missed the action, on motion of the respondents, on the ground that 
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the mayor had no authority to impose the fine, either under the general 
law or under chapter 110, Pr. Laws, 1889, incorporating the town. 
The State appealed. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The defendant, or, more properly, the respondent, was a 
defaulting witness in a criminal proceeding before the Mayor of Bre- 
vard against one Dock Rhodes for violation of a town ordinance. A 
notice issued to show cause why he should not be fined for contempt in 
disobeying. the subpeena of the court. The respondent appeared, but ~ 
the court adjudged that he had not shown good cause, and fined him 
eight dollars. Upon appeal to the Superior Court his Honor dismissed 
the proceeding, upon the ground that the mayor had no authority to 
impose the fine. © 
In this there was error. In re Deaton, 105 N. C., 59, in which (on 
-page-65) the express point is decided. The power given justices of the 
peace by The Code, sec. 651, is extended to mayors by The Code, sec. 
3818. But, in fact, the power to punish for contempt is inherent in all — 
courts and essential to their existence. The courts of our cities and - 
towns would become nullities if they did not possess the power of pro- 
curing the attendance of witnesses under suitable penalties for con- 
tempt upon wilful disobedience of the subpeena of the court. The fine 
imposed ($8) was not excessive, and was probably fixed from analogy 
to the penalty against a defaulting witness, and in favor of the party at 

whose instance he is summoned, which is allowed by a court of a 

(653) justice of the peace in a civil action. The Code, sec. 847. In the 
| present case the fine is simply for contempt, and to be ones of 
_as other fines and penalties. 
It is a matter of no special importance, but, from analogy to cases in 
- which prosecutors are taxed with costs, this proceeding should properly 
' be entitled “State v. Rhodes; appeal by Aiken, defaulting witness.” 
The judgment dismissing the proceeding is set aside and the cause 
remanded, that the facts may be found by the judge, for the findings 
_of fact by the mayor are not conclusive. In re Deaton, supra. If the 
- facts found justify it, the judge will impose sentence for the contempt. 
Error. 


Cited: In re Briggs, 185 N. C., 129. In re Parker, 117 N. C., 467. 
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STATE vy. A. P. EDWARDS. : 
Indictment—Retailing Without Lacense—Violation of Revenue Act— 
Jurisdection—Practice. 


1. Section 1076 of The Code is not repealed or suspended by the provisions 
of section 385, chapter 294, Laws 18938, and the Superior Court (or a 
criminal court of like jurisdiction) has cognizance o the offense of re- 
tailing without license. 


2. So, also, such court has jurisdiction of an indictment for violation of the 
offense created by section 35, chapter 294, unless it appears in evidence 
that the offense was created within twelve months before finding the bill. 


3. Where there are two counts in a bill of indictment, one good and the other 
defective, and a general verdict of guilty thereon, the presumption is that 
the conviction was upon the good count, and that the evidence supporied 
the conviction. 


Inprctment tried before Carter, J., at April Term, 1893 of the Crimi- 
nal Court of BuNncoMBE. | 
The facts are stated in the opinion. Defendant appealed. (654) 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Burwett, J. The bill of indictment on which the defendant was 
tried contained two counts, one for unlawfully retailmg spirituous 
liquors, and one for unlawfully selling them in quantities less than a 
gallon, to wit, by the quart. The jury eon a general verdict of guilty. 
Of the maeiewmcane: charged in the first count, the court in which the 
trial took place clearly had jurisdiction. The offense there specified 
was the violation of The Code, sec. 1076, and not of section 35, of 
chapter 294, of the Acts of 1893 (Revenue Ad). The latter act does 
not at all feal or suspend the operation of the former, or in any way 
interfere with the enforcement of its provisions. S. v.. Newcomb, 107 
N. C., 900. This count being good, it is presumed that the conviction 
was upon it (8. v. Toole, 106 N. C., 736), and that the evidence sup- 
ported that conviction, there being no exception on that score. Hence, 
it becomes unimportant to consider the second count; but that also was 
good, as it would be sustained, unless there was evidence that showed 
that the offense against the State Revenue Act therein charged was com- 
mitted within twelve months before the finding of the bill. The Code, 
sec. 892; Acts 1889, ch. 504; S..v. Dalton, 101 N. C., 680. What has 
been said disposes of the defendant’s motion to “dismiss the action for 
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want of jurisdiction,” and also of his motion to quash the bill for the 
same. cause. 

The judgment of the court is in strict aceot dane with the provisions 
of the act therein referred to. 3 

No error. 


Cited: S.v. Lee, 114 N. C., 845; 8. v. Robbins, 123 N. o » 138; iS: 
v. Holder, 133 N. 0, 711 


(655) 
STATE v. JAMES M. BURTON. 


Bastardy—tl mprisonment—House of Correction—Insolvent Debtor. 


Where the defendant in a bastardy proceeding was placed in custody of the 
sheriff until fine, allowance, and costs were paid, and was committed to 
jail by the sheriff under this order, and remained there for twenty days, 
and was then discharged under sections 2967 and 2972 of The Code, and 
at a subsequent term was sentenced to the house of correction under 
section 38 of The Code: Heid, (1) that placing the defendant in custody 
of the sheriff was, by necessary implication, an order to imprison upon 
failure to pay fine, allowance, and costs; (2) that defendant was properly 
discharged, and (3) that the sentence to the house of correction was 

' erroneous, without regard to the fact whether there was or was not such 
a house in the county. 


(Arguendo by AVERY, J., that the imposition of a fine constitutes bastardy, 
also a criminal action: from which CLark, J., differs, contending that 
bastardy is solely a civil action.) 


The defendant James Basten was tried, on appeal from a eee 
judgment, at the February Term, 1893, of the Superior Court of 
Vance, before Shuford. J., and a jury, on a proceeding in bastardy, 
and the issue was fount against him, and, upon judgment being pro- 
nounced against him ky his Honor, he was, on motion of the solicitor, 
placed in the custocy of the sheriff, by whom he was, on failure to com- 
ply with the order of the court aforesaid, committed to the common 
jail of Vance County, whence he was regularly discharged by order of 
the clerk, 13 March, 1893, under the provisions of The Coes) secs. 2967, 
2972. | 

At the next term of the said Superior Court (May i 1893), the 
solicitor for the State refusing to move in the matter, W. B. Shaw, Esq., 
who appeared on the trial of the proceeding at February Tec, 1893, 
with the solicitor, at the instance of the prosecutrix, on the affidavit set 
out in the record, moved the court for a capras against the defendant, 
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which motion was allowed. The defendant being brought into (656) 
court, the said W. B. Shaw, assuming to act for the State, 
moved the court that he be imprisoned under section 38 of- The Code. 

The defendant, by his counsel, insisted that, the solicitor having re- 
fused to act in hie matter, the court could not, on motion of another 
than the solicitor, make any order for his imprisonment under said 
section 38. Thereupon, his Honor Judge Shuford stated that he would 
act on the matter of his own motion. 

The defendant then insisted that, having been sane to prison 
at the February Term, 1893, in. default of payment and compliance 
with the order and indgment of the court then rendered, he is not sub- 
ject to be committed to prison in default of paying the same; that it is 
not competent for the court, of its own motion, or on the motion of 
another than the solicitor, and without the motion of the solicitor 
prosecuting on behalf of the State, to arrest or punish this defendant; 
that, having been once imprisoned and discharged according to law, he 
cannot now be resentenced or reimprisoned for the same offense; that, 
there being no house of correction in the county of Vance, the said 
section 88 is inoperative; that section 38 of The Code applies only be- 
fore the commitment of defendant in default of complying with the 
_ judgment of the court, and not after his discharge from imprisonment 
under section 2967 ; ad moved for his discharge.: | 

His Honor was of opinion against the defendant on all these ques- 
tions, and held that the record of the court at February Term, 1893, 
showing no order for the commitment of the defendant for failing to 
~ gomply with said judgment, he is subject to be imprisoned under section 
88 of The Code, and pronounced the judgment accordingly, sentencing 
him to imprisonment for six months in the county jail, with leave 
to the county commissioners to hire him out for reasonable (657) 
wages. 

The defendant excepted to the rulings and judgment of his Honor, 
and appealed. , 


The Attorney-General and Pitiman & ue for the State. 
T. T. Hicks for defendant. | 


Avery,*J. Upon conviction at the February Term, the court had 
power to “sentence” the defendant either to prison, or if the county 
authorities had established a house of correction, to hard labor therein, 
in addition to the Judgment pronounced against him, which imposed the 
payment of the usual fine and allowance. This conclusion is inevitable 
if we construe the two sections (The Code, secs. 35 and 38) relating to 
the judgment in bastardy cases together, and give effect to both, as a 
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familiar rule of construction requires us to do. Instead of imposing the 
additional judgment of imprisonment in the county jail, however, the 
judge, on motion of the solicitor, ordered the sheriff to take the defend- 
ant into his custody for failure to comply with the first order, and so left 
him at the end of the term. During that term the sentence could have 
been modified, as its execution had not begun. 21 A. & E., 1084. 
But no further steps were taken till the term held in May following. 

If there had been a house of correction in Vance County, the defend- 
ant would nevertheless have been entitled to his discharge upon filing his . 
petition and taking the insolvent debtor’s oath, if he had been ordered 
into custody till fine and cost should be paid. The Code, secs. 2968 to 
2974; °S. v. Welliams, 97 N. C., 414; S. v. McNeely, 92 N. C., 829. But 
in our case the defendant, at the instance of the solicitor, “was placed 
in custody of the sheriff, by whom he was, on failure to comply with 
the order of the court, committed to the common jail of Vance County, 

whence he was regularly discharged by order of the clerk, on 13 
(658) March, 1898, under the provisions of The Code, secs. 2967- 

9972.” We think that the order to the sheriff to take the defend- 
ant into his custody was, by necessary implication, an order to imprison 
upon failure to pay the fine and costs. The court was presumed to act 
within the purview of its power, and had no authority to: place the 
defendant in custody, except for the purpose of compelling such pay- 
ment. The sheriff so construed the order, and we do not think that in 
acting upon it he exceeded his authority or made himself amenable for 
damages for false imprisonment. An order that a defendant be placed 
in. custody of the sheriff is construed, according to the practice pre- 
vailing in all the courts, as a commitment till fine and costs are paid, 
or, with the sanction of the court, secured. When such is the order, 
the prisoner may be lawfully discharged either upon the payment of 
fine and costs, or upon taking the prescribed oath. 8S. v. Williams and 
S. v. McNeely, supra. When it is admitted, as in this case, that a verbal 
order was given to the sheriff to take the defendant into custody, after 
it had been adjudged that. he pay fine and costs, and that the sheriff 
took and held him till, upon petition, he was discharged in accordance 
with the provision of the statute (The Code, secs. 2967 to 2972), un- 
questionably it was the right of the prisoner to demand that a record 
of the order placing him in custody be entered upon the minutes. S. v. 
Harrison, 104 N. C., 728; S. v. Farrar, 104 N. C., 702. The persons 
entitled to be so released are specifically mentioned, among them is 
“every putative father of a bastard committed for a failure to give 
bond or to pay any sum of money ordered to be paid for its mainte- 
nance.” Section 2767 (1). If there is room to doubt whether the > 
language quoted includes the fine as well as the allowance for the 
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maintenance of the child, the omission in the first is supplied by the 
provision of the second subsection, which extends the right of discharge 
to those committed for the “fine and costs of any criminal pro- 
ceeding.” We must concede that a comparison of the cases cited (659) 
by counsel does not lead to a very clear understanding of what 
was meant when a bastardy proceeding was declared a civil action, but 
partaking somewhat of the nature of a criminal action. It is, however, 
manifest that the defendant may be committed to prison in default in 
paying the fine, as well as the allowance, since the statute (The Code, 
secs. 85 and 38) plainly so provides; and it has been expressly held that 
the judgment for a fine and costs imposed by a court is not deemed 
a debt within the meaning of Article I, section 16 of the Constitution. 
S. v. Cannady, 78 N. C., 5389. In that case the conclusion of the Court 
rested upon the position that the Constitution did not prohibit the en- 
actment of a law subjecting a prosecutor to imprisonment on failure to 
pay a judgment for costs. We think that upon the same principle the 
Legislature had the power, by express provisions of the statute, to make 
it the duty of the court to commit the putative father of a bastard on 
default in satisfying a judgment for fine, allowance, and costs. Speak- 
ing for myself only, however, I must say that I think the Act of 1879, 
by Imposing a fine, made the putative father indictable for a ccrainal 
misdemeanor, and also lable to Papen for nonpayment of the 
allowance. | 

The manifest intention of the Legislature, as evinced in the enact- 
ment of sections 35 and 38 of The Code, was that the proceedings against 
the putative father of a bastard should be “prosecuted by the State” like 
a “public offense,” with a view to insuring the payment of fine and costs, 
and an allowance appropriated to the support of the child, in order to 
indemnify the county. But while a bastardy proceeding is not prose- 
cuted “for the enforcement or protection of an individual right,” or 
“the redress or prevention of a wrong” (The Code, secs. 126 and 127), 
it was held by this Court in S. v. Pate, 44 N. C., 244, that the statute in 
force before 1879 did not make it a criminal action, because a person 
“could not be put to answer any criminal charge but by indict- 
ment, presentment or impeachment. ” Const., Art. I, sec. (660) 
12. Though prosecuted in the name of the State, it was 
declared that the “object of the suit was not to punish the de- 
fendant for an act done to the injury of the public, but to ~ 
indemnify the county against liability for the support of a bastard 
child.” 8. v. Pate, supra. The statute from 1741 to 1879 contained sub- 
stantially the same provision, using precisely the same language as to 
the consequences of a finding against the putative father, viz., that he 
should “stand charged with the maintenance of the same (the child), 
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as the county court shall order, and give security,” etc. Laws 1741, ch. 
30 (1 Potter’s Rev., p. 144, sec. 10); Haywood’s Man., p. 446; Laws 
1814, chs. 870 and 871 (2 Potter’s Rev., p. 304); 1 Rev. Stat., ch. 12, 
sec. 4; Rev. Code, ch. 12, sec. 4; Bat. Rev., ch. 9, sec. 4. It was be- 
cause of the marked distinction between a statute of that kind and one 
that imposed fine or imprisonment as a punishment that Judge Daneel 
drew the marked distinction between the proceeding in bastardy and the 
trial of a criminal action by a justice of the peace. S. v. Carson, 19 
N. C., 370. “Before we quit the case (said the learned Judge), perhaps 
it may not be improper to remark that there is some difference of con- 
struction by the courts in cases of orders of justices in bastardy, and 
convictions of justices under penal statutes and for petty offenses. 
Orders of justices in bastardy cases are police regulations, having for 
their object solely an indemnity of the county from money liabilities. 
They do not partake of the nature of criminal offenses. Therefore, every 
intendment will be made to support an order of justices in bastardy. 
Convictions before justices are generally for petty offenses which par- 
take of a criminal nature. Generally the offenses are created and the 
jurisdiction to the justices is given by acts of the Legislature. The 
court thus created being an inferior one and of a limited jurisdiction, 

proceeding not according to the course of the common law, it has 
(661) been invariably the practice, in favor of liberty. and law, for the 

Superior Courts of general superintending jurisdiction to hold 
these inferior courts to strict rules when they attempt to exercise a juris- 
diction in any matter savoring of a criminal nature.” 

When, however, the Legislature passed the Laws. of 1879 (ch. 92, see. 
2—The Code, sec. 85), providing that “when the issue of paternity shall 
be found against the putative father, or when he admits the paternity, 
he shall be fined by the justice not exceeding the sum of $10, which 
shall go to the school fund of the county,” like all other fines imposed 
on convictions in criminal prosecutions, it would seem that the obvious 
effect of the change of the law was to create a petty criminal misde- 
meanor, and to so limit the punishment as to make it cognizable before 
a justice of the peace. The Constitution of 1868 and also the amended 
Constitution of 1875 conferred this power on the Legislature in plain 
terms (Art. 1, sec. 13, and Art. 4, sec. 27); while under the Constitu- 
tion of 1835 there was no exception to the rule that all criminal prose- 
cutions must begin by indictment, presentment or impeachment. S. v. 
Pate, supra. The reasons given by Judge Pearson for declaring the old 
proceeding a civil one seem to have been fully met when we consider the 
effect of the latter act construed in the light of the new provisions in 
the organic law. One of the objects of the law is to punish the offender 
by imposing a fine. The defendant can be lawfully convicted of a petty 
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misdemeanor when the punishment cannot exceed a fine of $50 or im- 
prisonment for one month without the intervention of a grand jury on 
the warrant of a justice of the pedce in the nature of an indictment. 

Unless, therefore, we were to concede that the imposition of a fine to 

be appropriated to the same purpose as all fines imposed on conviction 
upon indictments is not a punishment, we are driven to the conclusion 
that the Legislature in the exercise of its power created another petty 
misdemeanor by the Laws of 1879, attaching as an additional 
consequence of conviction the old police regulation for the in- (662) 
demnity of the county against the cost of supporting the child. 
Jt may be well, therefore, to determine what is the legal effect of 1m- 
posing a fine. Says Lord Coke (1 Coke Lit., 126b): “Here a fine signi- 
fieth a pecuniary punishment for an offense or a contempt committed 
against the King.” : 

“A fine is a pecuniary punishment for an offense or a contempt com- 
mitted imposed by the judgment of a court.” 7A. & E., 991. 

“The ordinary punishment for misdemeanors is fine or imprisonment 
at the discretion of the court. . . . Where the statute commands an 
act of a public nature, and is silent as to the punishment, the common. 
law provides fine or imprisonment.” 1 Bish. Cr. Law; sec. 940. 

The act, therefore, not only brings the warrant for bastardy within 
the definition given by the court in Pate’s case, but also within the 
statutory definition of “an action prosecuted by the State, as a party, 
against a person charged with a public offense, for the punishment 
thereof.” The Code, sec. 129. The parties to a warrant for bastardy 
are the State and the putative father, and if a fine of not exceeding ten 
dollars is a punishment, then the statute creates a criminal offense, 
which is the subject of a criminal action. The word “criminal” means 
“punishable by law, human or divine.” Century Dictionary. Since 
other corporal punishments than hanging were forbidden by the Con- 
stitution of 1868, the Legislature can impose as a penalty for crime 
only fine or imprisonment in the common jail or in the State prison, 
or any two or all three of these punishments. “In eriminal law, a fine 
is a sum of money ordered to be paid by an offender as a punishment 
for an offense. A fine at common law is one of the punishments for 
misdemeanors, and-it has been made a punishment for many offenses by 
modern statutes.” 1 Rapalje’s Law Dict. 

There can be no question as to the power of the Legislature to 
make the begetting of a bastard child a misdemeanor, and to so (663) 
limit the punishment as to make it cognizable before a justice of 
the peace, or to create a special court with concurrent jurisdiction of 
such petty misdemeanors or the exclusive right to try higher offenses. 
S.v. Powell, 97 N. C., 417.. 
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It is true that while the question of the construction to be given to the 
Laws of 1879 had never been raised until this case was argued on ap- 
peal, this Court has, obiter, conceded that the proceeding was still civil 
in its character, without adverting to the fact that the Act of 1741 had 
imposed a fine. See S. v. Bryan, 83 N. C., 611; 8. v. Peebles, 108 N. C., 
768; 8S. v. Edwards, 110 N. C., 511. Im none of these cases was the at- 
tention of the Court directed to the Laws of 1879 and the alteration in — 
the organic law since the older cases of S. v. Carson and S. v. Pate were 
decided. It is true that in S. v. Crouse, 86 N. C., 617, an exception was 
taken on the ground that the proceeding was a criminal one, but we 
search in vain for an intimation that the attention of the Court was 
called to the fact that the Laws of 1879 imposed a fine. It is evident 
that the Justice (Ashe) who delivered the opinion was not advertent 
to that change, since he does not notice it, and says, what is not correct, 
that the only change made in the old law was “to leave it entirely to the 
option of the woman, as a general rule, whether she would institute 
proceedings against the father.” Did the Legislature intend to leave 
the allowance unaffected when the amount was limited to $50 and a 
fine was substituted instead of the additional sum that might have been 
previously exacted for the support of the child? I think not. But, how- 
ever that may be, we think that we cannot classify a warrant charging 
"a defendant with bastardy as a civil action or a special proceeding, 
since he is subject to a fine imposed as a punishment. It does not fol- 
low that the rule of evidence which gives artificial effect to the examina- 

tion of the woman is altered. The Legislature has the power to 
(664) make cases of this nature an exception to the general rule, and 

to make the examination of the woman presumptive evidence, just 
as it has made the fact of escape by one lawfully committed and charged 
with a crime prima facie eyidence on an indictment against the sheriff 
or jailer. The Code, sec. 82; S. v. Rogers, 79 N. C., 609; S. v. Bennvtt, 
75 N. C., 305. 

I have examined very carefully the decisions of other States of the 
Union upon this subject, and, while most of them have construed stat- 
utes of similar import to our Act of 1741 (kept in force till 1879) as 
police regulations, as distinguished from criminal laws on the one hand, 
and, on the other hand, as not within the inhibition of the constitutional 
provision in reference to imprisonment for debt adopted in all of the 
States and expressed in almost the same words, we have failed to find a | 
single act elsewhere which imposes a fine in addition to the allowance 
exacted for the support of the bastard arid the indemnity bond. See 
9 A. & E., 144 and 145. If the sentence to pay a fine and costs was 
imposed upon conviction of a criminal offense, and the defendant had 
already taken the prescribed oath, he was not liable to arrest for failure 
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to pay the fine. So it follows that he is now neither liable to imprison- 
ment on account of the nonpayment of the fine to the State, which was 
imposed as a punishment, nor for default in the payment of the allow- 
ance exacted of him for the indemnity of the county. In either of the 
double aspects of the case, and in both, whether the proceeding be 
criminal or civil in its nature, the ruling of the court below was er- 
roneous. The judgment is reversed and the defendant is entitled to be 
discharged. . 
Reversed. - 


Crark, J. I assent to that part of the opinion which is the opinion 
of the Court, but dissent from the views of Mr. Justice Avery as to the 
nature of the action. 

The getting a bastard child is bad in morals, but Ido not think 
the Legislature ever intended to make it either a crime or an in- (665) 
dictable offense. The statute is, in substance, such as it has al- 
ways been, and which has uniformly been held a purely fiscal arrange- 
ment, or a police regulation, to prevent the child becoming a charge 
upon the county. The addition, by the Laws of 1879 (The Code, sec. 
35), of a fine of “ten dollars, which shall go to the school fund of the 
.county,” is not sufficient to turn the matter into a crime. The imposi- 
tion of the ten dollars is in furtherance of the main design of a fiscal 
provision and rather in the nature of a tax to be contributed towards 
educating the children of the county. This is shown by the fact that it 
is placed at a definite fixed sum and not “not to exceed” a certain sum, 
or “in the discretion of the court,” as is usual in prescribing a punish- 
ment for criminal offenses. Also, by the fact that in numerous cases 
which have come to this Court since 1879 the Court has never held or 
intimated that the addition of these words had changed the action, here- 
tofore always held to be a civil proceeding into a criminal one. 

Owing to its peculiar nature, the enforcement of a police regulation 
for fiscal purposes, this action has some anomalous features. These have 
recently been pointed out and the authorities reviewed in 8S. v. Edwards, 
110 N. C., 511. In that case it is expressly noted that a fine is imposed. 
‘The Court was not inadvertent to it. But it held, as had uniformly 
always been held ever since the Act of 1879, that it was a civil proceed- 
ing. S. v. Peebles, 108 N. C., 768; S. v. Ww ikve, 85 N. C., 518; S. v. 
Bryan, 83 N. C., 611, all of which were since the Act of 1879. 

Indeed, in 8. . Crouse, 86 N. C., 617, the point was expressly taken 

that the Laws of 1879 (now The Code, sec. 35) made the action a 

criminal one, and hence that no appeal lay. The Court held that it was 

still a civil proceeding, and that the woman could appeal. Ashe, J., says 

that “the only alteration of the law with regard to bastardy ef- 
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(666) fected by the Act of 1879, and all that we think was intended to 
be effected,” was that it was to become optional with the woman 
to institute proceedings, except where the child was ney to become a 
charge upon the county. | 
In 8. v. Giles, 108 N. C., 396, Smith, C. J., passes upon this very con- 
tention that the fine makes this a criminal proceeding and holds that it 
does not. If the intent of the Act of 1879 was to make this a criminal 
proceeding, it is singular, to say the least, that The Code of 1883 should 
retain the provision in section 32, that “the affiant, the woman or the 
defendant,” may appeal; or, that by the same section, the examination 
of the woman should not only be competent to be read as evidence, but 
is presumptive evidence. 


Oited: Myers v. Stafford, 114 N. C., 240; S. v. Cagle, vb., 840; S. v. 
Parsons, 115 N. C., 732, 5, 6; S. v. Crook, «b., 764; 8. v. Wynne, 116 
N. ©., 982, 986; S. v. Ostwald, 118 N. C., 1209, 1216, 1917; 9. v. Mit- 
chell, 119 N. C., 787; S. v. Rogers, 1b., 794; 8. v. Nelson, ib., 799; 8. v. 
White, 125 N. C., 678, 682, 686; 8. v. Addington, 148 N. C., 686; Burns 
v. Tomlinson, 147 N. C., 635. 

Norse.—Bastardy is not a criminal proceeding. S. v. Liles, 184 N. C., 7365. 


STATE v. DOCK ALSTON. 
Burglary—Immaterial Error—Instructions. in a Criminal Action. 


1. Under chapter 434, Acts 1889, creating two degrees of burglary, the jury 
are not vested with the discretionary power as to the degree for which 
they should convict, but should find according to the evidence, as they 
believe the facts to be. (8S. v. Fleming, 107 N. C., 905.) 


2. The defendant cannot except to an error favorable to himself. Hence, 
when the judge erroneously instructed the jury that they might, in their 
discretion, find the defendant guilty of burglary in the second degree, 
“although the family was in the house at the time of the entry,” the 
defendant is not entitled to a new trial. 

8. The court could not charge, in a criminal case, that if “all the evidence was 

that the family was in the house at the time of the burglarious entry, 
the defendant was guilty of burglary in the first degree,” because the 
credibility of such evidence, though uncontradicted, is for the jury. (S. v. 
Riley, ante, 648.) . 

(Syllabus by CLarRk, J.) 


Action, tried at October Term, 1893, of FRANKLIN, before Hoke, J; 


and a jury. 
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The indictment charged that the defendant entered the dwelling 
house of one Sallie Ham, in the night time, with intent to com- (667) 
mit rape on an inmate of the house, and that he made an assault 
on the latter with intent to commit rape. All the evidence tended to 
show that the family was actually present in the house at the time it 
was entered. 

His Honor charged the jury that, although all the evidence was that 
the family was present in the house at the time it was alleged to have 
been entered, they might find that he was guilty of burglary in the first 
or second degree. 

There was a verdict of guilty of burglary 3 in the second degree, and 
from the judgment thereon defendant appealed. 7 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
N.Y. Gulley for defendant. 


Crarx, J. The defendant was indicted for burglary. The court 
charged the jury that, “although all the evidence was that the family 
were present in the house” at the time it was alleged to have been en- 
tered, they might find the prisoner guilty of burglary in the first degree, 
or they might find him guilty of burglary in the seeond degree. The 
jury returned a verdict of guilty of burglary in the second degree, and 
the prisoner assigns the above instruction as error. 

The court should have charged the } jury that if they believed from the 
evidence that the family was present in the house at the time of the 
felonious enfry, as charged, they should convict the defendant of bur- 
glary in the first degree. Under such circumstances, the Jury are not 
vested with the discretionary power to convict of burglary in the second 
degree. The power to commute punishment does not reside with the 
jury. This very point was passed upon and decided in S. v. Fleming, 
107 N. C., 905 (on page 909). But there was no prayer by defendant 
for such instruction. The court could not have charged, as this excep- 
tion implies, that because “all. the evidence was that the family 
was in the house at the time of the felonious entry,” etc., the (668) 
jury should find the defendant guilty of burglary in the first 
degree. It is only when the jury believe that to be the fact that they 
could return such verdict. S. v. Riley, ante, 648. The jury must pass 
upon the credibility of the evidence, and, although all the evidence was 
that the family was then present, still, if the jury did not believe that 
part of the evidence, but believed only the evidence tending to show 
that the prisoner entered the dwelling in the night time with the felonious 
intent as charged, a verdict of guilty of burglary in the second degree 
was proper. There is nothing which indicates how the jury found as to 
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the truth of the evidence of the presence of the family. There was no © 
exception as to the charge in other respects. 

Besides, the appellant in any case, civil or criminal, cannot complain 
of any error which is not injurious to him. S&S. v. Frank, 50 N. C., 384; 
Ray v. Inpscomb, 48 N. C., 185; Hobbs v. Outlaw, 51 N. C., 174; Moore 
v. Parker, 91 N. C., 275; 8. v. ‘Dick, 60 N. C., 440. 

If there was error here, the effect was to cause a verdict for the lesser 
offense to be found against the appellant than should have been ren; 
dered. It does not lie in the prisoner’s mouth to complain that he is to 
be sent to the penitentiary for seven years—the sentence imposed in 
this case—when the evidence might have justified a verdict and sentence 
against him for the capital offense charged in the indictment. 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Covington, 117 N. C., 864; 8. o. Gadberry, ib., 881; 8. v. 
Locklear, 118 N. C., 1159; S. v. Johnston, 119 N. C.;-896. 


(669) 
STATE v. THOMAS JONES Er AL, 


Piano Hi abeas Corpus—Continuance of H caring —Heturn— 
Evidence—Burden of Proof. 


1. If it appear from the return on a writ of habeas corpus that the petitioner | 
is detained on a criminal charge, the court may continue the hearing for 
a reasonable time to give the solicitor an opportunity to examine into 
the case. | 

2. The presumption of innocence applies only on a trial, and does not avail 
to furnish a presumption that the detention of a party on regular process, 
when the committing officer has jurisdiction, is illegal; therefore, 

3. Where, upon the return of a sheriff to a writ of habeas corpus, it appeared 
that the petitioners were in custody on a mittimus, regular in every way, 
from a justice of the peace, for failure to give bond for their appearance 
at the next term of the Superior Court to answer a criminal charge of 
which the court had jurisdiction, the detention, nothing else appearing, 
was clearly legal, and the burden was upon the petitioner to show wherein 

- it was illegal, and not upon the State to show that they were caew ey. 
in custody. 


This is an application for a certiorari to review the action of Bryan, 
J., in refusing to discharge the petitioners on habeas corpus. Notice 
was given as required by Rule 43 of this Court, the time being shortened 
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by consent of the Attorney-General. The petitioners filed a certified 
copy of the record and proceedings as a part of their application. From: 
them it appears that the petitioners.were arrested and brought before 
a justice of the peace upon an affidavit and warrant for unlawfully dis- 
posing of mortgaged property under The Code, sec. 1089, and upon the 
trial the justice bound them over to the Superior Court in the sum of 
two hundred dollars. Upon their failure to give the bond, they were 
sent to jail, under a mittemus, regular in every respect. 

The petitioners thereafter applied to the judge for a writ of habeas 
corpus, upon a petition which sets out that they. had been com- — 
mitted to jail by virtue of a mittimus from a justice of the peace (670) 
(annexing a copy), but averring that there was no evidence before 
the justice that any crime had been committed in said county, and that 
. the committal was made through the sgnoranee or se of the 
justice. 

Upon the return the sheriff produced the petitioners and male his re-- 
turn, setting forth the mttvmus as the cause of the detention. The court 
continued the cause till next morning, that the solicitor might have 
some time to examine into the matter, the petitioners giving bond in the 
sum of one hundred dollars each for their appearance. To this con- 
tinuance the petiticners, through their counsel, excepted. On the re- 
turn, it appearing that the detention was upon a mittimus from a jus- 
tice of the peace for the failure to give bond on a charge for unlawfully 
disposing of mortgaged property, the court ruled that the burden was on 
the petitioners to show that they were illegally restrained of their liberty. 
To this the petitioners excepted and appealed. The petitioners refus- 
ing to proceed with their evidence the court refused to discharge them, 
and they were permitted to go upon their bond already given. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
| Geo. M. Lindsay and LE. C. Smith for petitioners. 


Ciarx, J. (after stating the case). The learned counsel for the pe- 
titloners properly and frankly admitted that this was a case of “novel 
impression.” The continuance of the hearing till the next morning was 
not subject to exception. It is difficult to see how it injured the pe- 
titioners who were admitted to bail, or how, if injurious, this could be | 
remedied by an appeal. It is res acta and cannot be undone. Besides, 

the delay was t0 give the solicitor opportunity to examine into the case, 
and was expressly authorized by The Code, sec. 1635. 

Upon the return of the sheriff it appeared that the petitioners (671) 
were in custody upon a mittimus (which, indeed, was also set 
out in the application for habeas corpus), regular in every way, from 
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a justice of the peace, for failure to give bond for their appearance at 
the next term of the Superior Court to answer a criminal charge 
of which that court had jurisdiction. Nothing else appearing, 
the detention was clearly legal. The court thereupon called upon 
the petitioners to show wherein it was illegal. They declined to 
furnish him any evidence, but contended that the burden was upon the 
State to show that they were lawfully in custody. The State had al- 
ready done so. It was not called upon to go further till testimony to the 
contrary was offered. The sheriff knew probably nothing whatever of 
the detention, except the mittimus. He was not called upon to bring 
up the witnesses, to show what they testified to, or to prove that the pe- 
itloners were guilty of the charge. That fact will be inquired into by 
a grand jury, and afterwards by a petit Jury, if a true bill should be 
found, at the next term of the court. The presumption of innocence 
apples only upon such trial, and does not avail to furnish a presump- 
- tion that the detention of a party upon regular process, when the com- 
mitting officer has jurisdiction, is illegal, and to call upon the State in 
a proceeding like this to show that the defendant is guilty in order to 
justify the detention. The detention is to give opportunity for a jury 
to pass upon the question of the defendant’s guilt. In S. v. Herndon, 
107 N. C., 934, the judge refused to hear any evidence, deeming the com- 
mitment (thereupon a true bill was found by a grand jury) conclusive 
of probable cause. The court held that the strong presumption was in 
favor of the correctness of the action of the grand jury, but that it was 
not conclusive, since there might be other evidence not before them; 
hence, that it was error to refuse to hear evidence, but that in no event, 
after indictment found, could the court discharge the prisoner. 
(672) It might, in a proper case, admit to bail. But here the court 
did not refuse to hear evidence. It asked for it. The production 
of the mittimus was sufficient, prima facie, to show a legal detention. 
The petitioners had upon them the burden of showing evidence to rebut 
this, and the court made all the inquiry it was called upon to make 
(The Code, sec. 1644) when it told them to proceed with their evidence, 
which they refused to do. If the petitioners had shown that there was 
no evidence at all before the justice, the judge could examine into the 
case de novo, unless they. had waived the examination before the com- 
mitting officer (9 A. & E., 197), and bind over or discharge them; 
or, if the facts proved did not constitute a crime, he might discharge 
them, or, if the bail was excessive in amount, reduce if 
There may arise cases where the court, ex mero motu, as it has power 
to do, may issue the writ (The Code, sec. 1632), and of course it may 
in all cases summon witnesses and investigate whether the prima facie 
case of legal detention is not rebutted. But the present case does not 
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raise a question of the power to do this. The petitioners are in court. 
There is nothing that indicates that they are weak, helpless or ignorant 
of their rights. Indeed, they are represented by counsel. The judge - 
does not refuse to hear testimony. He calls upon the State to show the 
cause of the detention. This it does satisfactorily by the sheriff’s re- 
turn. The court then asks the petitioners for their evidence. They 
refuse to give any. The court could do no otherwise than to refuse to 
discharge them. (The Code, sec. 1645.) It seems, indeed, that the pe- 
titioners in fact, are not even in custody, but are now out on bail. They 
have no ground to complain in any particular. 
Petition dismissed. | 


(673) 
STATE v. DANIEL GILCHRIST. 


Murder—Degree—I ndictment—Counts—V erdict. 


1. Where a bill of indictment charged a murder on 9 February, 1853, prior to 
the ratification on 9 February, 18938, of the act dividing murder into two 
degrees, and the evidence was that the killing was “on a Thursday night” 
in that month, and the 9th wis Thursday, but there were two Thursdays 
in that month preceding, and the crime was committed after the ratifica- 
tion of said act. 


2. A bill of indictment following the form authorized by chapter 58, Acts 1887, 
and using the words “feloniously, wilfully, and of malice aforethought,” 
charges a wilful, deliberate, and premeditated killing which, according 
to section 1, chapter 85, of the act of 1893, is murder in the first degree, 
and as the highest crime is charged, the law permits a verdict of. guilty of. 
this crime or of murder in the second degree or of manslaughter. 


8. In such case, it being in the power of a jury to render either one of three 
verdicts, it is as if there were three counts in the bill, and it is settled 
that where there are various counts in an indictment and testimony is 
offered as to one count only, and there is a general verdict of guilty, the © 
verdict will be presumed to have been rendered upon the count to which 
the evidence was applicable. 


4, In the trial of an indictment following the form authorized by chapter 58, 
Acts 1887, and charging that the accused “‘feloniously, wilfully, and with 
malice aforethought did kill and murder,” ete., the evidence was that the 
accused and deceased had quarreled and that the latter had made threats, 
and the only evidence as to the manner of killing was that the accused | 
had concealed himself and waylaid the deceased, striking him, as he 
passed, on the head with an ax, and killing him instantly. The court 
charged that the crime was murder or nothing, and the jury found accused 
guilty of the felony and murder in the manner and form as charged in 
the bill of indictment: Held that, upon the evidence, only a verdict of 
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guilty in the first degree was warranted, and the general verdict was in 
response to the charge of murder in the first degree and determined the 
- degree in accordance with the Laws of 1893. 


Iwpictment for murder, tried at Poe Term, 1893, of Riow- 
‘monn, before Connor, J. 

There was: evidence that the prisoner and the deceased (Frank 

(674) McKoy) had some difficulty a short time before the homicide, 

and that prisoner had made threats against deceased. There 

“was evidence tending to show that prisoner killed deceased by waylaying 

‘the road on which deceased was returning from his work at night, that 

‘prisoner concealed himself behind some trees on the side of the road, 

and as deceased was passing by knocked him on the head with an axe, 


“killing bim instantly. This was the only evidence as to the manner of © | 


‘the killing. 

The prisoner asked the court to instruct the jury that there was no 
-evidence of murder in the first degree. This was refused, and the court 
‘instructed the jury that the prisoner was guilty of murder in the first | 
. degree, or nothing. 

. The only evidence in regard to the time of the killing was that it was 
-committed on a Thursday night in February, 1893. The indictment 
charged the offense to have been committed on 9 February, 1893. 
‘Thursday was 9 February. | * 

The jury rendered a verdict of guilty in manner and form as aeeel 
“in the indictment. The prisoner moved for a new trial upon the ground 
-that the jury, in their verdict, did not determine whether the homicide 
was murder in the first or second degree, and for error in that the court 
-refused to give the instruction asked for. The motion was refused, and 
the prisoner excepted. A motion in arrest of judgment was also made, 
“because the jury did not determine, in their verdict, whether the homi- 
-cide was murder in the first or second degree. Prisoner excepted, and 
-appealed from the judgment. - 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


MacRag, J., (after stating the facts): The bill of indictment was 
drawn under the form authorized in chapter 58 of the Laws of 
(675) 1887, and reads as follows: “The jurors for the State, upon their 
. oath, present that Daniel Gilchrist, late of the county of Rich- 
-mond, with force and arms, at and in said county, on 9 February, 1893, 
: feloniously, wilfully and with malice aforethought did kill and murder 
-one Frank McKoy, contrary to the form of the statute in such case made 
,and provided, and against the peace and dignity of the State.” 
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At the time of the passage of the Laws of 1887 there were no degrees 
in the crime of murder in this State, but on 11 February, 1893, an act, 
was passed “to divide the crime of murder into two degrees, and define 
the same.” This act reads as follows: 

“Section 1. All murder which shall be perpetrated by means of 
poison, lying in wait, Imprisonment, starving, torture or by any other 
kind of wilful, deliberate and premeditated killing, or which shall be — 
committed in the perpetration or attempt to perpetrate any arson, rape, 
robbery, burglary or other felony, shall be deemed to be murder in the 
first degree, and shall be punished with death. | 

 “Szc. 2. All other kinds of murder shall be deemed murder in the 
second degree, and shall be punished with imprisonment of. not less than 
two nor more than thirty years in the penitentiary. 

“Sro. 3. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to require any 
alteration or modification of the existing form of indictment for mur- 
der, but the jury before whom the offender is tried shall determine in 
their verdict whether the crime is murder in the first or second degree. 

“Sxo. 4, That the provisions of this act shall not apply to any crime 
which shall have been committed prior to the ratification of this act, 
and shall not affect the existing distinction between murder and man- 
slaughter, nor the punishment for manslaughter as now provided by 
law. 

“Sec. 5. That this act shall be in force from and aties its ratification. 
Ratified 11 February, 1893.” | 

It will be noted that the crime is alleged i in the bill to have (676) 
been committed or# 9 February, 1893, prior to the ratificatien of 
the act last recited, and that the Sily evidence as to the time of the homi- 
eide fixed it on a Thursday night in February, 1893, and that the 9th 
of February was on Thursday. So it appears that there were two 
Thursday nights in February of this year before and two. after the 11th. 
It will be assumed, in favor of human life, that the crime was committed 
after the passage of the said act. 

=The verdict is as follows: “That they find the prisoner at the par; 
Daniel Gilchrist, guilty of the felony and murder in the manner and 
form as charged in the bill of indictment.” Section 3 of the Act of 
1893, as above cited, provides that the jury before whom the offender 
is tried shall determine in their verdict whether the crime was murder 
in the first or second degree. _ 

The bill of indictment, using the words “feloniously, wilfully a of 
malice aforethought,”’ charges a wilful, deliberate and premeditated kill- 
ing, which, according to section 1 of the Act of 1893, is murder in the 
first degree. The bill charges the highest crime, and the law permits 
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a.verdict of guilty of this crime, or of either murder in the second degree 
or of the felonious slaying called manslaughter. 

The verdict should be taken in connection with the charge of his Honor 
and the evidence in the case, S. v. Long, 52 N. C., 24; 8. v. Leak, 80 | 
N. C., 403; 8S. v. Thompson, 95 N. C., 596. A perusal of the testimony, 
as stated in the case on appeal, will show that there was no ground for 
the prayer for instruction “that there was no evidence of murder in the 
first degree,” and that there was no error in the instruction that he was 
guilty of murder in the first degree, or of nothing. 

The cases cited above settle that where there are various counts in a 

bill of indictment, and testimony is offered as to one count only, 
(677) and there is a general verdict of guilty, the verdict will be pre- 

sumed to have been rendered upon the count to which the evidence 
was applicable. As the jury in this case, upon proper evidence, could 
have rendered either one of three verdicts of guilty, it is as if there had 
been three counts in the bill—one for murder in the first degree, one for 
murder in the second degree, and one for manslaughter. There was no 
evidence on which to warrant a verdict of guilty of murder in the sec- 
ond degree or of manslaughter. The evidence, if believed, would warrant 
only a verdict of guilty of murder in the first degree, and that is what, 
in manner and form, is charged in this bill, and, therefore, the general 
verdict was in response to the charge of murder in the first degree, and 
determined the degree in accordance with the statute. We are not 
unmindful of the fact that our conclusion is apparently at variance with 
the decisions of the courts of several other States, and with section 2540 
of Thompson on Trials, but an examination of ae cases cited will show 
quite a diffefence in the words of their statutes and ours. 

The bill of indictment charging murder in the first degree, this ver- 
dict determines the degree, for it alleges that he is guilty as charged. 
Commonwealth v. Earl, 1 Wharton (Penn.), 525. 

After a careful examination of the record, we find that there is 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Covington, 117 N. C., 864, 866; S. vo. Gadberry, b., 822, 
834: 9. v. Locklear, 118 N. C., 1159; Sv. Renan: 122 N. C.,, 1016; 
S.v. Hunt, 128 N. C., 586; s. v. May, 132 N. C., 1021; 8. v. Danses. 
134 N. C., 676; S. v. Lipscomb, 1b., 698, 698; 8. v. "Matthews, 142 N.C.,, 
624; S. v. eee, 151 N. C., 683; 8. v. Gregory, 153 N. C., 647; 8. v. 
Walker, 170 N. C., 719; S. v. Wiggins, ay gh ash et Oe og | 
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STATE vy. 8. REAVIS gt At. 


Assault—Intent. 


1. Where an unequivocal purpose of violence is accompanied by an act which, 
if not stopped or diverted, will be followed by personal injury, the execu- 
tion of the purpose, the battery, is begun and a criminal assault is com- 
mitted; therefore, 


2. Where defendants—one with a pistol in his hand, one with a drawn sword, 
and one with a pistol in his pocket—went to the door of the prosecutor’s 
house, where he was sitting, with the admitted purpose of compelling him 
to leave his home and accompany them to find and to appear as a witness 
against a person for whom they had a warrant (they not being officers 
of the law and having no warrant or subpena for the prosecutor), and 
told him that he had to go with them, and ordered him to do so: Held, 
that the defendants were guilty of an assault, though they were prevented 
from actually doing violence to his person by the interference of others. 


Action, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, at May Term, 1893, of 
IREDELL. | | 

The defendants and one Houston Brown were indicted for an assault 
with a deadly weapon on one Way. There was evidence introduced on 
the part of the State tending to prove the guilt of all of the defendants, 
except Brown, and as to him, a nol. pros. was entered. The defendant 
Reavis, testifying in his own behalf and in behalf of the other defend- 
ants, said that they had a warrant for the Carson boys, and went in the 
night to Way’s dwelling to get him to go and show them where the Car- 
son boys were; had met Way that day, and told him they were looking 
for them; he said he had not seen them in two weeks. That night the 
witness and the other defendants, Reynolds and Hays, and one Miller, 
went in the yard of Way—went in one step of the door—calJled to him, 
and told him he had told them a lie that day when he said he had not 
seen the Carson boys in two weeks, and “that he must come and show 
them to us, that they had come for him as a witness.” He admitted that 
they stayed near the door three or four minutes; that he had out his 
pistol in his right hand; that defendant Hays was two or three steps 
- from him with a drawn sword in his hand; that. Miller was there with a 
pistol in his pocket; that there were about a dézen men of their crowd 
near by in the road; that Way was sitting near the door, it being 
open, when the defendants went in the yard and to the door; that 
when they notified Way to go with them, etc., he got up and (679) 
_ slapped his hand on his breast and told them to shoot; that his 
wife “acted like a wild woman,” and ran out into the yard and “screamed 
at the top of her voice;” Way and his wife ordered them to leave; they 
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remained near the door three or four minutes, and in the yard fifteen 
minutes. They had searched the house that day. The noise and con- 
. fusion that night were very great. The neighbors came in. He ad- 
mitted that the defendants (except Brown) and Miller went to the house 
to make Way go as a witness, if he resisted them and was not willing to 
go. They had a warrant for the Carsons, but they had neither a war- 
rant nor a subpena for Way, and had no warrant when they searched 
his house. They were not officers of the law. The other defendants, 
‘Reynolds and Hays, testified in substance to the same facts. His Honor 
told the jury that these three defendants were guilty “upon their own 
showing.” The jury rendered a verdict of guilty against them, and they 
appealed from the judgment pronounced. 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel. contra. 


BurweE 1, J. We consider what his Honor told the jury as equivalent 
to saying to them, that if they believed what the defendants themselves 
testified was true, each of them having given the same account of the 
affair, they should return a verdict of guilty against them. Hence, if 
putting the construction most favorable to them upon what they testified 
to, we find that they were guilty of an assault upon the prosecutor Way, 
they are not entitled to a new trial. | 

An assault is defined by Gaston, J., in 8. v. Davis, 23 N. C., 125, to 
be “an intentional attempt by violence to do an injury to the person of 
another.” It is elsewhere said to be “an attempt unlawfully to apply 
any—the least—actual force to the person of another, directly or in- 

directly.” 1 A. & E., 779. In the case cited above the learned 
(680) judge says that “it 1s difficult ; in practice to draw the precise line 

which separates violence menaced from violence begun to be ex- 
ecuted, for until the execution-is begun there can be no assault.” And 
he adds, “we think, however, that where an unequivocal purpose of vio- 
lence is accompanied by any act, which, if not stopped or diverted, will 
be followed by personal injury, the execution of the purpose is then be- 
gun, the battery is attempted.” Now, in the case before us, each of the 
defendants stated that they went to the house of the prosecutor to make 
or force him to leave his home and accompany them. They had no au- 
thority to do this. They purposed by force or fear to compel him to go 
_ where they wished. Their intention was, they admit, to do this great 
violence to his person, to thus falsely imprison him. And false im- 
prisonment generally includes an assault and battery, and always, at 
least, a technical assault. S.v. Lunsford, 81 N. C., 528. We have proof, 
then, of intended violence to the person of the prosecutor, not from 
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threatening words or gestures, but by their own admission. The inten-- 
tion is unequivocal. Was this unequivocal purpose of violence accom- 
panied by any act, which, if it had not been stopped or diverted, would 
have been followed by personal injury? If so, according to the high 
authority cited above, the execution of the purpose was begun, and there 
was an assault. - | 

We think it very clear from their own statement that the unlawful and 
most outrageous acts of the defendants would have been followed im- 
mediately by personal injury to the prosecutor, in which we, of course, 
include the enforced subjection of his body through fear or force to the 
command of the defendants, if their purpose had not been thwarted. 
The three defendants, accompanied by another, one with a pistol in his 
right hand, one with a drawn sword, and one with a pistol in his pocket, 
went to the door. of the Soscsnia es house, where he was sitting. All 
that is needed to make such an approach to a man an assault, that 
it is the beginning of the execution of violence to his person, isto (681) 
prove that there was a present purpose to commit such violence. 
That purpose may be proved by the words or gestures of the armed and 
advancing party, or, if the approach or attack 1s made in such a manner 
as to put a reasonable man in fear, and it does put him in fear, that will 
establish the purpose to commit violence, of the execution of which the 
act is the beginning. Here we have no need of the direct attempt or 
offer to shoot or strike to prove the purpose to commit violence. They 
admit it, and themselves testify to the commission of acts in the im- 
mediate presence of the prosecutor, which could have no other object 
than the consummation of that purpose. By their own testimony they 
established the fact that they passed “the line that separates violence 
menaced from: violence begun to be executed,” and, therefore, they were 
guilty of an assault. 

No error. 


Cited: 8. v. Daniel, 186 N. C., 574; 3. v, Hemphill, 162 N. C., 634. 
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STATE y. E. N. S. LEE. — 


Peddler—Selling by Sample Without License. 


1. A “peddler” is one who sells and delivers the identical goods he carries 
about with him. 


2. One who sells ranges, etc., by sample and by taking orders for goods to be 
thereafter delivered and paid for, is not indictable for failure to pay the 
tax imposed upon the business of peddling ranges, ete, by section 28, 
chapter 294, Acts 1898. 


Aotion, tried at Fall Term, 1893, of Yancuy, before Boykin, J., and 
a jury. | | 

The jury returned a special verdict, upon which his Honor adjudged 
the defendant “not guilty,” and the State appealed. 

The facts are stated in the opinion of Mr. Justice Clark. 


(682) The Attorney-General for the State. 
G. S. Ferguson for defendant. 


Crark, J. Whether the taxing of the occupation of selling “clocks, 
stoves or ranges,” by sample, under the state of facts found by the 
special verdict in this case, and whether to do so would be an inter- 
ference with interstate commerce, is an interesting one. There are cases 
which would seem to indicate that the State could lawfully collect such | 
tax upon the facts here found to exist, if the Legislature had seen fit to 
impose it. Machine Co. v. Gage, 100 U. S., 676; 8. v. French, 109 
N.C., 722. But we need not and do not pass upon that point. | 

The tax, for the failure to pay which the defendant is on trial, is that 
which is levied by section 28, chapter 294, Laws 1893, which provides, “‘on 
every itinerant person or company peddling clocks, stoves or ranges, fifty - 
dollars annually on each wagon (if wagons are used) in each county 
where he or they may peddle. If wagons are not used, the tax shall be 
paid on each agent.” The special verdict finds that the defendant sold 
the ranges by a sample range which he carried around in -his wagon, 
and that he “did not sell any sample range.” The tax is laid only on 
“neddling,” and the defendant did not peddle his ranges. The usual and 
ordinary significance of that word indicates the occupation of an itiner- 
ant vendor of goods, who sells and delivers the identical goods he 
carries with him, and not the business of selling by sample and taking 
orders for goods to be thereafter delivered and to be paid for wholly, or 
in part, upon their subsequent delivery. Webster’s International Dic- 
tionary defines “peddle—to sell from place to place; to retail by carry- 
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ing around from customer to customer; to hawk. Hence, to retail in 
very small quantities.” Also, “to travel about with wares for sale; to 
go from place to place or from house to house for the purpose of retail- 
ing goods; as, to peddle without license.” Worcester defines it 
simply “to carry about and sell to retail as a peddler.” To the (683) 
same purport are the other dictionaries. 

As the defendant did not “carry about and sell’ the ranges, but sold 
only by sample, he did not violate the Se by failure to pay the tax 
upon the business of “peddling ranges.” 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Gibbs, 115 N. C., 702; Range Co. v. Carver, 118 N. C., 
833; S.v. Frank, 1380 N.C., 798 « Sv. Ninestem, 132 N. C., 1042; oie 
Co. v. Campen, 185 N. C., 594. 


Sale v. J. T. WARREN. 


Practice—Appeal from Judgment on a Plea of Guilty—Constitutional 
Law—Freedom of Speech—Local Police Regulations. 


1. Where a defendant pleads guilty, his appeal from a judgment thereon 
cannot call into question the facts charged, nor the regularity and cor- 
rectness of the proceedings, but brings up for review only the question 
whether the facts charged and admitted by the plea constitute an offense 
under the laws and Constitution. 

2, An act of the Legislature (ch. 42, Laws 1891) which makes it unlawful 
to use profane language to the disturbance of the peace on the lands of 
the Henrietta Cotton Mills of Rutherford County is not an undue inter- 
ference with the freedom of speech guaranteed by the Constitution, 
although the language used falls short of being a nuisance, punishable 
by State laws, from not having been “committed in the presence and 
hearing of divers persons, to their annoyance,” ete. 

8. An act of the Legislature making it unlawful to use profane language in 
certain localities, being a police regulation, is not obnoxious to the Con- 
stitution on the ground that it is not uniform and in effect over the whole 
State. Such police regulations may be limited in their operations to such 
localities as the Legislature may prescribe, as in the case of the prohibi- 
tion of the sale of seed-cotton, liquor, and other commodities in certain 

. localities. 


The defendant was convicted on his plea of guilty, before a justice 
of the peace, of a violation of the provisions of chapter 42, Laws 1891, 
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making it unlawful, among other things, to use profane language 
(684) to the disturbance of the peace on the lands of the Henrietta 

Cotton Mills in Rutherford County. On appeal to the Superior 
Court of Rutuxrrrorp, Armfield, J., at Spring Term, 1893, affirmed the 
judgment of the justice of the peace, and defendant appealed. 


The Attorney-General and John Devereux for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


Crark, J. The defendant was arrested upon a warrant issued under 
chapter 42, Laws 1891, for “unlawful and wilful use of profane and in- 
decent language that did disturb the peace on the lands of the Henrietta 
Mills.” On the trial before the justice of the peace, the defendant 
pleaded guilty. He was fined $50, and appealed. The sworn complaint 
was made on 31 October, 1892, and.the warrant issued on the same day.. 
The trial was had, and a ples of guilty was entered on 3 November, 
1892. We only note that the officer returned the warrant “served on 
October 12, 1892,” to say that this was a palpable inadvertence of no 
purport, since the defendant appeared in the action. If pleaded at the 
trial, the justice should have granted the officer leave to amend the re- 
turn. The Code, sec. 908. Not being pleaded, the plea upon the merits 
cured the error as to the defendant. 

The defendant having pleaded guilty, his appeal could not call in 
question the facts charged nor the regularity and correctness in form of 
the warrant. The Code, sec. 1183. He is concluded as to these. Though, — 
in fact, the proceedings are regular in form. ‘The words used by de- 
fendant need not have been set out. S. v. Cainan, 94 N. C., 880. The 
appeal could only bring up for review the question whether the facts 
charged, and of which the defendant admitted himself to have been 
gnilty, constitute an offense punishable under the laws and Constitu- 

tion. Wharton Cr. Pr. & Pl. 9 Ed., sec. 413. The record proper 
(685) states that in the Superior Court the defendant was tried by 
jury and found guilty. But, having pleaded guilty, the effect 
of the appeal could only be to test the validity of the statute. In fact, 
the judgment was arrested by the court upon the ground that the act 
of the Legislature was unconstitutional. There are two grounds upon 
which the unconstitutionality of the statute may be urged: First, that 
it is an interference with the freedom of speech. The Legislature could 
have empowered a municipality to make the use of such language punish- 
able by its ordinances, when it falls short of being a nuisance, punishable 
by State law, from not having been “committed in the presence and hear- 
ing of divers persons, to their annoyance,” ete. 8. v. Cainan, 94 N. C., 
- 880; S&. v. Debnam, 98 N. C., 712. Of course the Legislature could do 
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this directly, if it could do it indirectly, as by authorizing a munici- 
_ pality to make an ordinance to that effect. Secondly, it may be urged 
‘that this is a criminal law, and hence must be uniform and take effect 
over the whole State. But, on the contrary, it 1s a police regulation, and 
hence may be limited in its operation to such localities as the Legisla- 
ture may prescribe. The distinction between the two has been too often 
pointed out to require reiteration. Such public local acts have been 
often sustained by this Court, in cases of prohibition of sale of seed 
cotton in certain counties, of intoxicating liquors in prescribed localities, 
or the sale of certain commodities in places named, without being 
weighed, and the like. These precedents and the reasons for the dis- 
tinction drawn’ are given by Avery, J., in 8. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 7 14, 

which is cited and approved in S. v. Moore, post, 697. 

The court should have overruled the motion in arrest, and affirmed 
the judgment, the defendant having pleaded guilty before the Justice. 
This case differs from S. v. Koonce, 108 N. C., 752. There the de- 
fendant pleaded not guilty. Having been convicted, he moved in arrest 
of judgment. This being denied, he appealed. The court prop- 
erly held that on such appeal the whole case was open and the (686) 
trial was de novo (The Code, see. 900), and not restricted to the 
motion in arrest of judgment. But here, the defendant has restricted 
himself by his plea of guilty. There can be uo facts left open for con- 
sideration by a jury after such plea, and the sole question for review is 
the legal one which we have discussed. 

The judgment of the Superior Court is set aside, and the case is re- 
manded that judgment may be entered below affirming the sentence of 
the Justice of the peace. 

Reversed. 


Otted: 8. v. Horne, 115 N. C., 741; 8. v. Sherrard, 117 N. C., 719; 
_S. v. Moore, 120 N. C., 568; S. v. Howie, 1380 N. C., 679. 


STATE v. N. W. SPRAY ET AL. 
Indictment—Disturbing Public. School. 


1.. Where, in the trial of an indictment under section 2592 of The Code for 
disturbing or interrupting a public school, it appeared that the defend- 
ants, claiming the right to occupy. a schoolhouse, refused to surrender it 
to one who had been elected to teach a public school thereat and thus 
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prevented a school being held there: Held, that defendants were not 
guilty of interrupting or disturbing a public school. | 

2. It is not necessary to enter a formal verdict in accordance with the opinion 
of the court on a special verdict rendered by the jury. 


The defendants were tried and convicted before a justice of the peace 
on a warrant issued for a violation of section 2592 (interrupting and 
disturbing a public school), and on the trial on appeal, before Graves, 
J., at Spring Term, 1893, of Swain, the aes rendered a special verdict 
as follows: 

“The Big Cove Indian Schoolhouse was built, as to the walls and roof 
thereof, by the Cherokee Indians, and the building thus made was paid 

for out of the common school fund, the building was finished and 
(687) furnished under the direction of the Society of Friends, and paid 
. for partly out of the church fund and partly out of money fur- 
nished by the United States for that purpose. There was in the house 
a box of books, the property of the defendant Spray. The schoolhouse 
had been under the supervision of the Society of Friends as a day School, 
and had been leased, so far as their right extended, to their agent Spray. 
There had not been any school taught there since May, 1892. The house 
was after that taken possession of by the committeemen of the common 
school, and in December, 1892, they employed Lula Hayes to teach the 
school for Indians in that house: and she went in and began to teach. 
After she had taught for three or four days the defendant Spray went to 
the schoolhouse and notified her that she could not occupy the house ta 
teach in until the property rights were adjusted, and for a few days the 
said Lula Hayes did not teach therein. She began to teach in the same 
house on 11 December, 1892, and taught three days. On the morning 
of 12 December, she went to the schoolhouse for the purpose of con- 
tinuing to teach her school, and found the house oceupied by the defend- 
ants.. She. asked to be allowed to occupy the house, and proceed to teach 
her school, when the defendant Spray forbade her and said she should 
not. James Blythe, one of the defendants, was in the house. By the | 
conduct of the defendants she was prevented from occupying the said 
schoolhouse and prevented from teaching therein. There were no pupils 
present at the time she was so prevented, and none came to the house 
before she left, but on leaving she met three scholars on their way to 
school; being about a mile from the schoolhouse.” 

Upon this special finding of facts his Honor adjudged the defendants 
not guilty, and the solicitor, for the State, appealed. 

No formal verdict of not guilty was entered. 


(688) The Attorney-General for the State. 


No counsel contra. 
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Burwett, J. We concur with his Honor in the opinion that the facts 
found by the special verdict do not constitute a violation of section 2592 
of The Code, which makes it a misdemeanor to wilfully interrupt or dis- 
turb any public school. The act of the defendant may have prevented 
the coming together of the school, meaning thereby an assemblage of 
pupils and teachers, but it cannot be said that it interrupted or disturbed 
such an assemblage. The statute was contrived to put the schools of the 
State under the protection awarded by law to religious assemblages, and 
the principles that govern the prosecution of persons charged with dis- 
turbing religious meetings (8. v. Jacobs, 103 N. C., 397) must control 
this. There was no formal verdict of not guilty in accordance with the 
opinion of the court, as seems to be required by the ruling in S. v. Moore, 
107 N. C., 770, and S. v. Monger, ib., 771. This is not necessary since 
the decision in 8. v. Hwing, 108 N. C., 775, which has established what 
is the better practice. 

No error. 


Cited: S. v. Robinson, 116 N. C., 1048. 


(689) 
STATE v. PETER DEGRAFF. 


Indictment—Motion to Quash After Plea—Grand Juror—Petit Juror, 
Qualification of —Admission by Prisoner—Caution to Prisoner by 
Committing Magistrate—Expert Witness—Comparison of Handwrit- 
ings—Newly Discovered Testimony—New Trial. 


1. A motion to quash a bill of indictment for the disqualification of a grand 
juror, if made before plea, will be granted as a matter of right, but if 
made after plea it may be granted or not, in the sound discretion of the 
trial judge; and in the latter case, if the motion be declined without the 
assignment of any reason, it will be assumed that such discretion was 
exercised, and no appeal will lie. 

2. Where a petit juror, upon being challenged and examined, declared that his 
opinions, adverse to the prisoner, had been founded on rumor only, and 
- that, after hearing the evidence, he could render a fair and impartial 
verdict, an exception to the finding of the court that he was not impartial 
cannot be sustained. e 

3. The fact that an officer pointed his pistol at the accused to effect his arrest, 
advising him to give up, does not render incompetent the subsequent 
admissions of the prisoner, especially since no threats or promises were 
made to induce them, and the conduct of the prisoner showed that he 
had no actual fear of violence. 
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4, Where, at the commencement of the examination of a prisoner before the 
committing magistrate, the former was “duly warned and told that he 
need not say anything unless he wanted to, and it would not be used 
against him if he did not testify, and it was dangerous to go on the 
stand,” etce.: Held, that the warning so given was a substantial compli- 
ance with the requirements of the statute (section 1146 of The Code), 
which provides that the magistrate shall inform the prisoner that he 
may refuse to answer any question put to him, and that such refusal shall 
not be used to his prejudice. It is not necessary, in giving such caution, 
that the exact language of the statute should be used. 


5. Where a witness, offered as an expert, testified that he had been a book- 
keeper for many years, was secretary and treasurer of the city, and as 
such it was his duty to compare handwritings to determine which are 
genuine and which are not; -had been in the business fifteen years, and 
that his experience had been such that he could compare a paper with 
one known to be genuine and determine the genuineness of the former: 
Held, that the witness was properly qualified as an expert, and compe- 
tent as such to compare a signature admitted to be the prisoner’s with 
one attached to a paper found on the person of the deceased. 


6. Where a witness testified that he had been, four or five years, register of 
deeds, had occasion to examine signatures, was frequently called on to 
prove signatures of deceased persons in the clerk’s office, used magnifying 
glasses to detect erasures, and had such experience that he could compare 
a writing with one known to be genuine and determine the genuineness 
of the former: Held, that he was properly qualified and competent as an 
expert to make such comparison. 


7. An admittedly genuine signature to an affidavit made by an accused person 
‘in the case in which he is being tried is a proper criterion for the com- 
parison of incriminating writings purporting to be signed by him. 

8. Testimony evoked on the cross-examination of a witness by a prisoner on 
trial cannot form the ground of an exception, especially when it is 
immaterial and in no view prejudicial to the prisoner. 

9. The granting of a new trial upon newly discovered testimony is, in the 

absence of gross abuse, within the discretion of the trial judge, and a | 
refusal to exercise such discretion is not reviewable upon appeal. Such 
discretion will not be exercised where the new testimony is merely cumu- . 
lative or only tends to contradict or discredit the opposing witness; hence, 
where the newly discovered evidence upon which a new trial was asked 
by the prisoner was that a witness for the State had, before trial, spoken 
in hostile terms of the prisoner and wished for his conviction, the dis- 
-eretion of the judge was properly exercised by refusing the motion. 


10. Where the facts are not found by the trial judge and spread upon the 
record, affidavits of grounds for a new trial cannot be considered in this 
Court in reviewing the refusal of the motion. 


(690) Inprctmznt for murder, tried before Winston, J., and a jury, 
at August Term, 1893, of Forsyrn. | 
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The defendant was convicted, and appealed. The exceptions, ete., 
upon which the appeal was hased are stated in the opinion of Chief Jus- 
tice ren ena 7 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
No counsel contra. 


SuerHerD, C. J. The prisoner was indicted for the murder of one 
Ellen Smith, and, after his arraignment, moved to quash the indictment, 
on the ground that one of the grand jurors was a cousin of the deceased © 
and therefore disqualified to participate in the finding of the bill. 

In S. v. Gardner, 104 N. C., 739, it is held that, if a motion to quash 

for the disqualification of a grand juror is made before plea, the pris- 
oner has a right to have the motion granted, but if the motion be made 
after plea, but before the jury is impaneled, it may be granted or not, 
in the sound discretion of the judge; and in such latter case, if the 
motion is simply declined without the assignment of any reason, it will 
be assumed that such discretion was exercised, and no appeal 
‘will lie from the ruling. The exception, therefore, to the refusal (691) 
of the motion is without ‘merit. 
- Two of the petit jurors were challenged and, after examination, the 
court found that they were impartial, and they were sworn. It appears 
that their opinions, adverse to the prisoner, were based upon rumors. 
only, and they both stated that, after hearing the testimony, they could 
render a fair and impartial verdict. The exceptions to the rulings of the 
court upon the question of indifference, based upon such examination, 
cannot be sustained. S. v. Hillington, 29 N. C., 61; S. v. Collins, ‘70 
N. C., 243; Busbee Crim. Digest, 336 and 337. 

In the course of the trial certain confessions were offered by the State, 
and their admission was excepted to because of alleged threats made by 
the witness on the occasion of the arrest of the prisoner. The witness, 
Adams, a policeman, testified as follows: “I went to help arrest the : 
prisoner; the sheriff and two others went along; saw prisoner at the 
window of Russell’s house at about 12 o’clock at night; he pulled the 
curtain back. I said to the prisoner, ‘Peter, you had just as well give 
up; you may get one of us, but we will get you.’ We went in, and I 
pointed my pistol at-the prisoner; prisoner had three heavy pistols and 
fifty-two rounds of cartridges in a trunk by the bed. After the prisoner 
put on his clothes he began to make fun of us for coming after him with 
little popguns (we had Smith & Wesson pistols). He said, ‘Let me 
show you some pistols,’ and he showed us these three large pistols. He 
rode behind me on a horse to Winston; he was not frightened, nor was he 
tired. No threats were made by him, and no promises, and his state- 
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ments were voluntary.” The witness, at another stage of the trial, was 
examined again upon this subject, but his testimony was substantially 
the same. The witness then testified to declarations made by the prisoner 
concerning his flight to Roanoke and New Mexico, and his subsequent 
return to this State. It is hardly necessary to cite authority in 
(692) support of the ruling of the Court. The single circumstance of 
pointing the pistol at the prisoner, in connection with the lan- 
guage of the witness, indicating that it was done only for the purpose of 
effecting the arrest, very clearly would not have authorized the exclusion 
of the declarations subsequently made; and especially is this so in view 
of the conduct of the prisoner, showing that he had no actual fear of 
violence, and also because of the entire absence of any circumstances 
whatever that were likely to produce such an apprehension. | 

It appears that when the officer was on the porch of the house where. 
the prisoner was staying, the owner inquired who it was. It also ap- 
pears that the prisoner was in the room and heard the remark. The 
remark was harmless, but, had it been otherwise, having been made in 
the presence of the prisoner, it was plainly admissible. S&. v. Ludwick, 
61 N. C., 401. This exception, like several others, is so trivial that, 
but for the gravity of the charge, 14 would be overruled without com- 
ment. 

Neither is there any force in the objection to the admission of the 
statements of the prisoner before the committing magistrate. The testi- 
mony upon this point is that “he was duly warned—told that he need 
not say anything unless he wanted to, and it would not be used fae 
him if he did not testify, and it was dangerous to go on the stand,” 

It is well settled that, in cautioning the prisoner, under such cireum- 


stances it is not necessary that the exact language of the statute (The 


Code, sec. 1146) should be used. A-substantial compliance is sufficient, 
and such was the case in the present instance. S. v. Rogers, 112 N. C., 
874. 

Equally untenable is the objection to the testimony touching the gen- 
eral character of the witness Davis, and the same is true as to the ques- 
tion asked the said witness, whether the prisoner told him where the 
deceased was at a certain time. The witness gave a negative answer; and, 

even if the question were objectionable (and we do not see that 

(693) it is), the prisoner could not have been prejudiced thereby. The 
- State introduced a letter found in the bosom of the dead woman, 

and introduced Wilson as an expert to prove that the said letter was in 
the handwriting of the prisoner. Wilson being examined by the court 
as to his qualifications as an expert, testified as follows: “Was book- 
keeper many years. Am secretary and treasurer of the city. It is my 
duty as such to compare handwritings to see which are genuine and 
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which are not; to examine checks and drafts; have been in the business 
fifteen years; I have had such experience in the business of inspecting 
handwritings that I can compare a paper with one whose genuineness is 
known and tell if the former paper is genuine.” His Honor held that 
the witness had been properly qualified as an expert, and the prisoner 
excepted. The witness was then handed an affidavit made by the pris- 
oner in this case, the signature to which was admitted to be genuine, and 
the witness was permitted to compare the same with the letter, and to 
_ give his opinion as to whether the letter was in the handwriting of the 
prisoner, and the prisoner excepted. 

Another witness, J. P. Stanton, was also examined, and gave similar 
testimony. He testified in reference to his competency as an expert as 
follows: “Have been four or five years register of deeds of the county ; 
had occasion to examine signatures ; frequently called on to prove signa- 
tures in clerk’s office of dead men’s names ; used magnifying glass to de- 
tect erasures; have had such experience that I can compare a writing 
with one admitted to be genuine and tell if the latter is genuine.” All 
of the exceptions addressed to the admission of this testimony are so 
fully discussed in the elaborate opinion of this Court in Tunstall v. 
Cobb, 109 N. C., 316, that it is only necessary to refer to it as decisive 
authority as to the qualification of these witnesses as experts, and in 
support of the ruling under which they were permitted to state their 
opinions, based upon the comparison of the writings in evidence. | 
See also Yates v. Yates, 76 N. C., 142, and Fuller v. Fox, 101 (694) 
N. C., 119. 

The testimony as to Ray’s leaving after the homicide was evoked by 
the prisoner upon cross-examination, and cannot form a ground of excep- 
tion. It seems, however, to have bee immaterial, and in no view could 
it have prejudiced the prisoner. 

After the verdict the prisoner moved for a new trial, on the ground of 
newly discovered evidence, which was to the effect that on Brewer, a 
witness for the State, had before the trial expressed himself in very 
bitter terms against the prisoner, stating in effect that he desired his con- 
viction, ete. The affidavit also states that the prisoner did not know 
of the hostility of said witness until after the counsel had argued the 
case. It is well settled that the granting of a new trial upon newly dis- 
covered evidence is, in the absence of gross abuse, a matter within the 
discretion of the court, and that its refusal to do so is not reviewable 
“upon appeal. It is also well established that the court will not exercise 
such a discretion where the new testimony is merely cumulative or, as 
in this case, only tends to contradict or discredit the opposing witness. 
Therefore, even if the ruling of his Honor were the subject of review, 
we would have but little hesitation in sustaining it. S. v. Starnes, 97 
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N. C., 428; Carson v. Dellinger, 90 N. C., 226; Brown v. Mitchell, 102 
N. C., 347. It may be observed in passing from this exception that there 
was abundant evidence, besides the testimony of Brewer, to support the 
conviction of the prisoner, and that the hostility of this witness, if known 
to the jury, would very probably have had no influence upon the verdict. 
-The remaining question to be considered grows out of the affidavit of | 
one Hudson, to the effect. that two of the jurors who tried the case had 
on several occasions before the trial expressed the opinion that the pris- 
oner was guilty, and that the affiant did not inform either the 
(695) prisoner or his counsel of the fact. It is stated 1n the motion, but 
not in the affidavit, that these Jurors made a contrary statement 
on the votre dire. His Honor overruled the motion, but found no facts, 
and it is settled by repeated decisions that where the facts are not found 
the affidavits cannot be considered in this Court. In 8S. v. Godwin, 27 
N. C., 401, Chief Justice Ruffin discussed the question very elaborately 
and adopted the above conclusion as “unavoidable.” In that case the 
prisoner was convicted of murder, and moved for a new trial, on atffi- 
davits tending to show improper conduct on the part of the jury. The 
Chief Justice said: “It is not in the power of this Court to look into the 
affidavits, or, at least, to act on them. One would think this must be 
‘iidevstood upon a moment's reflection on the nature of the jurisdiction 
of the Court. In matters of common law it is strictly a Court of errors, 
and can only review the matters of law. We cannot, therefore, go out 
of the record, or pay any regard to affidavits, for the evidence forms no 
part of the record. A record is constituted of the pleadings,. the acts 
of the parties in court and the acts and doings of the jury and court there- 
on. If advantages is sought by any ejtrinsic matter which occurs at the 
trial or in the course of proceeding, it must be put in the record as a 
fact or be stated in an exception, and not left to be collected by this 
Court upon evidence. This evidence is directed exclusively to the judge 
who tried the cause, and his determination on it is conclusive. He ought | 
not to state, iuerefose. the evidence submitted to him, but his judgment 
as to the fact itself, which the evidence was offered to establish. 
When, therefore, a motion is made to vacate a verdict for certain al, 
leged causes, the first thing is to ascertain whether the alleged causes 
really exist, ‘for, until the facts be found, no question of law can arise, 
and, as this Court is confined to the consideration of the matter of law 
only, we can in such case do nothing, . . . and, therefore, - 
(696) acting judicially, we must assume that the application was un- 
supported in point of fact, though we might in our private judg- 
ment think there was evidence before the judge on which he might or 
- ought to have found the fact” in favor of the prisoner’s contention. 
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In Rhinehart v. Potts, 29 N. C., 408, the motion for a new trial for 
gross misconduct of the jurors was based upon an uncontradicted affi- 
davit, and Daneel, J., in delivering the opinion of the Court said: “The 
case sent up here only states (as in the present case) that ‘the court re- 
fused the motion.’ We do not know upon what grounds the judge re- 
fused the said motion; it may have been because he did not believe the 
affidavit of Dowdle. The defendant did not pray the court to give the 
reason for rejecting the motion, and we cannot see that it was in fact 
overruled against law. We cannot say there was any error in the judg- 
ment of the judge on this part of the case. We have often stated that 
this Court cannot act upon affidavits offered in the court below.” | 

In S. v. Smallwood, 78 N. C., 560, after a conviction for murder, the 
prisoner made a similar motion, based upon uncontradicted affidavits, 
and the Court, on the authority of the above decisions, held that it would 
not look into the affidavits. Bynum, J., in delivering the opinion, said: 
“They (the Court) only decide upon the record presented to them, and 
therefore, if such motion is designed to be submitted to their revision, 
the facts must be ascertained by the court below and spread upon the 
record. That has not been done in this case.” This point was recently 
before the Court in 8. v. Best, 111 N. C., 638, in which the authority of 
the foregoing cases was again recognized and approved, and we think 
that no rule of practice is better established in this State. The prisoner. 
is required, under this rule, to request a finding of facts, and, if this is 
refused and there is any phase of the testimony which presents a legal 
and not merely a discretionary ground for a new trial, it seems that it 
will be awarded by this Court. While this requirement of the 
prisoner may be attended, in some instances, with injustice by (697) 
reason of his neglect, yet it would seem to be no more than the 
application of the general principle that all motions and. exceptions 
must, even at the peril of life, be taken in apt time. We cannot, however, 
forbear repeating the earnest injunction of Chief Justice Ruffin, that 
the facts be found in motions of this nature, whether requested by the 
prisoner or not. In the present case, the judge, in view of all the cir- 
cumstances, may have acted wisely, supposing he was vested with dis 
- eretionary power under the ruling in Spier v. Fulghum, 67 N. C., 18 (a 
point which it is unnecessary to decide), or he may have concluded that 
the affidavit was unworthy of belief, or that no challenge was in fact 
made to the jurors. S. v. Perkins, 66 N. C., 126; Baxter v. Wilson, 95 
N.C., 187. 

However this may be, we are not, under the rule to which we have 
referred, and which has ever been so rigidly followed, permitted to act 
upon the affidavit offered by the prisoner. Until the rule is relaxed, the 
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only remedy to She found in a meritorious case, 1s in the executive de- 
partment of the government. 
After a patient and careful investigation of the récord, we have been 
_ unable to discover any error in tha rulings of the court, and, { in view of 
the whole testimony, we see no reason for disturbing the verdict. 
Affirmed. 


Cited: S. v. Fuller, 114 N. C., 894, 905; Kornegay v. Kornegay, 117 
N. C., 244; 8. v. Noe, 119 N. C., 851; S&S. v. Council, 129 N. ©., 517; 8. 
v. Maultsby, 130 N. C., 665; Ratliff ». Ratliff, 1381 N. C., 431; Turner 
v. Davis, 1382 N. C., 190; S. v. Register, 1383 N. C., 751; s. v. Exum, 138 
N. C., 607; S. v. Burnett, 142 N. C., 579; S. v. Bohanon, ab., 697, 699; 
Aiden v. Doub, 146 N. C., 13; 8. 2. Paine 149 N. C., 522; Chrisco v. 
Yow, 153 N, on 436; 8. v. Kang, 162 N. C., 581; Johnson v. RB. B., 163 
N. C., 454; S. v. Trull, 169 N. C., 370; S. v. Foster, 172 N. C., 962; 
Alexander v. Cedar Works, 177 N. C., 587; Sv. Potts, 1b., 545; S. v. 
Bailey, 179 N. C., 726. 


(698) 
STATE vy. T. L. MOORH. 


Constitutional Law—Taxation—Privilege—License—U niformity—._ 
Police Regulation—LExcesswve License Fee. | 


1. Uniformity, in its legal and proper sense, is inseparably incident to the 
power of taxation, whether applied to taxes on property or to those 
imposed on trades, professions, ete.; therefore, 

2, Acts 1891, ch. 75, defining an “emigrant agent” “to mean any person engaged 
in hiring laborers in the State to be employed beyond the limits of the 
same,” and providing that emigrant agents shall pay the State Treasurer 
a license fee of $1,000 before they can hire laborers in certain counties 
of the State, to be employed beyond the limits of the State, is, if con- 
sidered as an exercise of the taxing power of the Legislature, in contra- 
vention of the Constitution, Art. V, sec. 8, authorizing the Legislature 
to tax “trades, professions, franchises,” etc, and is void for want of 
uniformity. 

83. The occupation of an “emigrant agent,” as defined in chapter 75, Acts 1891, 

- does not belong to that class of trades or occupations which are so in- 
herently harmful or dangerous to the public that they may, either directly 
or indirectly, be restricted or prohibited. 

4, Since the act.does not prescribe any regulation as to how the business shall 
be carried on, nor any police supervision, and since it exacts a very large 

jieense fee, it is restrictive and prohibitory of the business. mentioned 
therein, and if considered as an exercise of police power, is void for ina 


reason. 
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5. There being no regulation of such occupation, and therefore no expense 
in supervising it, or any expense whatever beyond the amount necessary 
to defray the cost of issuing the license, the act, if considered an exercise 
of police power, is also void for the unreasonableness of the license fee. 


Inprotment for violation of the provisions of chapter 75, Laws 1891, 
tried before M@ eares, J., at May Term, 1893, of Naw Hanover Criminal 
Court. 

The State wopeaicd: 


The Attorney. General fee the State. 
Junius Davis for defendant. 


SHEPHERD, ©. J. This is an indictment for the violation of chapter 
05, Laws 1891, and it is found in the special verdict that the defendant, 
“without having first procured a license therefor from the Treasurer of. 
the State of North Carolina, did hire six laborers in the county of New 
Hanover, in the State aforesid, to be employed beyond the limits of the 
said State, and did solicit other laborers in said county to hire 
themselves to be so employed ; and that the said defendant, on the ( 699) 
day aforesaid and in the county aforesaid, was engaged in the 
business of hiring in the said county laborers to be employed beyond 
the limits of said State; and that the said county of New Hanover is 
east of the line as at present established, and as so established on 6 
February, 1891, for the receiving of patients by the North Carolina 
Insane Asylum.” 

The act referred to excludes, in express terms, ‘from its. operation any 
of the counties in the State which are west of the said line, except a few 
which are therein specifically named; and thus it appears that the same 
occupation may be lawfully and freely pursued in many of the counties 
of North Carolina, while in others a license fee of $1,000 is required 
to be. paid into the State treasury; and its pursuit, without such a 
license, is denounced as a criminal offense and punishable by a fine of 
“not less than $500 and not more than $5,000,” or by imprisonment in 
the county jail “not less than four months, or confinement in the State 
prison at hard labor not exceeding two years, for each and every offense, 
‘within the discretion of the court.” 

Jt must be manifest from these provisions that the principle of uni- 
formity 1s entirely disregarded, and that, if the act is to be considered 
as an exercise of the taxing power of the Legislature, it must, under the 
repeated decisions of this Court, be declared unconstitutional and void. 

The Constitution, Article V, section 3, authorizes'the Legislature to tax 
“trades, professions, franchises,” etc., and, although it is not expressly 
provided that such taxes shall be uniform, “Yet,” says Rodman, J., 
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speaking for the Court in Gatlin v. Tarboro, 78 N. C., 119, “a tax not 
uniform, as properly understood, would be so inconsistent with natural 
justice and with the intent which 1s apparent in the section of the Con- 
stitution above cited, that.it would be restricted as unconstitutional.” 
In Worth v. &. B., 89 N. C., 291, the principle just stated was 
(700) distinctly recognized and declared to be within the spirit and 
meaning of the fundamental law. Smith, C. J., in delivering the 
opinion of the Court said: “We should be reluctant to hold, if there 
were no questions of constitutional right involved, that this method of 
levying taxes was sanctioned by our Constitution and consistent with the 
equality and uniformity which it contemplates. The ‘uniform rule’ to | 
be observed in the exercise of the taxing power seems so far applicable to 
the taxes imposed on trades, professions, etc., as to require that no dis- 
criminating tax be imposed upon persons pursuing the same vocation, 
while varying amounts may be assessed upon vocations or employments 
of different kinds.” Again in Puett v. Commissioners, 94 N. C., 709, 
it was said: “The principle of uniformity pervades the fundamental 
Jaw, and, while not in the Constitution applied in express terms to the 
tax on trades, professions, etc., necessarily underlies the power of impos- 
ing such a tax.” In this last case the Court adopted the words of Miller, 
J.,in the hatlroad Tax Cases, 92 U.S., 575: “That, while one tax may 
be imposed upon innkeepers, another upon ferries, and a still different - 
tax on railroads, the taxation must be the same on each class—that is, 
the same tax upon all innkeepers, upon all ferries and upon all rail- 
roads, in their respective classes as taxable subjects.” And again, in S. 
v. Powell, 100 N. C., 525, the same language was accepted as a correct 
definition of “uniformity,” and it was repeated “that uniformity, in its 
legal and proper sense, 1s inseparably incident-to the power of taxation.” 
The act under consideration, if intended to impose a tax in the legal 
- significance of the term, very plainly falls within the inhibition of the 
organic law as interpreted so often by this Court, for it cannot, with the 
least show of reason, be contended that the principle of uniformity 1s not 
violated when the same occupation is heavily taxed in one county, 
' while in an adjoining county it is entirely free and. untrammeled. 
* (701) Tt is too plain for argument that, if the Legislature had passed 
an act imposing a tax upon nena doing business in the coun- 
ties of New Hanover, Pender and Bladen, while like merchants in the 
counties of Brunswick, Robeson and Richmond were not required to pay 
such tax, the act would be void. And yet such a discrimination in taxa- 
tion would be no greater than that which is attempted to be made under 
the statute in question. 
It is not very unusual in this country for the State, either directly or 
~ through its various municipal corporations, to require the ea of a 
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certain amount for the privilege of prosecuting one’s profession or call- 
ing, and thisis required indiscriminately of all kinds of occupations, what- 
ever be their character, whether harmful or innocent, whether the license 
is necessary to the protection of the public or not. “While the courts 
are not uniform in the presentation of the grounds upon which the gen- 
eral requirement of a license for all kinds of employments may be justi- 
fied, on one ground or another, the right to impose the license has been 
very generally recognized. Whatever refinements of reasoning may be 
indulged in, there are but two substantial phases to the imposition of a 
license tax on professions and occupations. It is either a license, strictly 
so called, imposed in the exercise of the ordinary police power of the 
State, or it is a tax laid in the exercise of the power of taxation.” Tiede- 
man Lim. of Po., p. 101; Cooley Taxation, 403. We have seen that un- 
der the latter view the law under consideration cannot be sustained for 
the want of the uniformity required by the Constitution, and this brings 
us to the other branch of the inquiry, whether it can be upheld as a 
regulation under the police power of the State. 

2. “The police of a State, in a comprehensive sense, embraces its 
whole system of internal regulation, by which' the State seeks not only 
to preserve the public order and to prevent offenses against the State, © 
but also to establish for the intercourse of citizens with citizens 
those rules of good manners and good neighborhood which are (702) 
calculated to prevent a conflict of rights, and to insure to each 
the uninterrupted enjoyment of his own, so far as is reasonably consist- 
ent with a like enjoyment of rights by others.” Cooley Const. Lim., 704. 
“The power is very broad and comprehensive, and is exercised to promote 
the health, comfort, safety and welfare of society. Its exercise in ex-_ 
treme cases is frequently justified by the maxim, salus popult suprema 
lex est. It is used to regulate the use of property by enforcing the 
maxim, sic utere tuo ut alienum non ledas, and under it the conduct of 
an-individual and the use of property may be regulated so as to inter- 
fere to some extent with the freedom of the one and the enjoyment of 
the other.” In re Jacobs, 98 N. Y., 198; Tiedeman, supra, 1. This power, 
under our Federal system of government, has been left with the States, 
and “the only limits to its exercise in the enactment of laws by their. 
Legislatures is that. they shall not prove repugnant to the fundamental] 
law, the State. Constitution and the Federal Constitution, with the laws 
made under its delegated powers.” S. v. Moore, 104 N. C., 714; Cooley 
Const. Lim., 574. In its fair and reasonable exercise the Legislature, 
by reason of the very nature of the power, is not restricted by constitu- 
tional provisions in reference to uniformity as, says Judge Cooley, “the 
circumstances of a particular locality, or the prevailing public sentiment 
in that section of the State may require or make acceptable different. 
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police regulations from those demanded in another. These discrimina- 
tions are made constantly, and the fact that the laws are of local or 
special operation only 1s not supposed to render them obnoxious in prin- 
ciple.” Cooley, supra, 480. 

This principle has been fully secouatnea in this State, and is illus- _ 
trated by many decisions. In Jntendant v. Sorrel, 46 N. C., 49, an ordi- 
nance of the city of Raleigh requiring, under penalty, oats to be weighed 

by the public weighmaster, before being offered for sale, was 
(703) sustained as a valid police regulation. So, an ordinance forbid- 

ding the sale of fresh meat in the town of Durham except at the 
market-house (S. v. Pendergrass, 106 N. C.,.664), and an act regulating 
the sale of seed-cotton in certain counties of the State, were held to be 
a proper exercise of the police power. So, also, it may be stated, as a 
general principle, that all callings and professions, which, by reason of 
their peculiar character, may, directly or indirectly, do harm to the pub- 
lic, are subject to police regulations, and a license may be required ane 
their prosecution. On this principle, says Tiedeman, supra, 101, “a 
torneys, physicians, druggists, engineers and other skilled workmen ie 
be required to procure a license, which would certify to their fitness to 
pursue their respective callings, in which professional skill is most neces- 
sary and in which the ignorance of the practitioner is likely to be pro- 
ductive of great harm to the public and to individuals coming into busi- 
ness relations with them. So, also, the licensing of dramshops, green-gro- 
cers, hackmen and the like, is justifiable, in order that these callings may 
be effectually brought within the police supervision, which is necessary 
to prevent the occupation becoming harmful to the public.” It must not 
be understood, however, that the exercise of the police power is without 
limit. On the contrary, it is settled, by abundant authority, that, while 
it is for the Legislature to determine what regulations are needed to pro- 
tect the public health and secure public comfort and safety, and its 
measures calculated and intended to accomplish these ends are generally 
within its discretion, and not the subject of judicial review, it 1s never- 
theless true that this extensive authority must be exercised in subordina- 
tion to those great principles of fundamental law which are designed for 
the protection of the liberty and the property. of the citizen. “Liberty, 
in its broad sense, as understood in this country, means the right not | 

only of freedom from actual servitude, imprisonment or restraint, 
(704) but the right of one to use his faculties in all lawful ways, to live 

and to work where he will, to earn his livelihood in any lawful 
calling, and to pursue any lawful trade or vocation. ” In ve Jacobs, supra; 
People v. Gillson, 109 N. Y., 3889... 

In Butcher’s Union Co. ®. Crescent City Co., 111 U:. &., -746, Mr. 
. Justice Field said: “That among the inalienable rights, as proclaimed 
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in the Declaration of Independence, is the right of men to pursue any 
lawful business or vocation in any manner not inconsistent with the 
equal rights of others. . . . The right to pursue them without let 
or hindrance, except that which is applied to all persons of the same | 
age, sex and condition, is a distinguishing priviltge of citizens of the 
United States, and an essential element of that freedom which they 
claim as their birthright.” In the same case Mr. Justice Bradley said: 
“T hold that the liberty of pursuit, the right to follow any of the ordi- — 
nary callings of life, is one of the privileges of a citizen of which he can- 
- not be deprived, without invading his right to liberty within the mean- 
ing of the Constitution.” In Berthief v. O’ Riley, 74 N. Y., 509, Andrew, 
J., remarked, that a man’s right to liberty includes “the right to exercise 
his faculties and to follow a lawful vocation for the support of life.” 
Judge Cooley says, “The general rule undoubtedly is, that any person is 
at liberty to pursue any lawful calling, and to do so in his own way, not 
encroaching on the rights of others. It is not competent, therefore, to 
forbid any person, or class of persons, whether citizens or resident aliens, 
offering their services in lawful business, or to subject others to penalties 
for employing them.” 

These authorities are referred to for the purpose a showing that 
under the mere guise of a police regulation a person cannot be unduly 
restricted or substantially prohibited from pursuing a lawful occupation. 
In order to justify such legislation, the business must itself, be of such 
a nature that its prosecution will do damage to the public, whatever may 
be the character and qualification of those who engage in it. Mr. 
-Tiedeman, in his very reliable work (supra, 290), remarks: “In (705) 
order to prohibit the prosecution of a trade altogether, the injury 
to the public, which furnishes the justification for such a law, must 
proceed from the inherent character of the business. . . . But if 
the business is not inherently harmful, the prosecution of it cannot right- 
fully be prohibited to one who will conduct the business in a proper and 
circumspect manner. Such an one would be ‘deprived of his liberty’ 
without due process of law.” It is on the ground of their inherently 
harmful and dangerous character that the keeping of gaming tables, or 
the selling of intoxicating liquor or other things of a demoralizing nature 
may be absolutely prohibited. Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U.5., 623; S. v. 
Joyner, 81 N. C., 534. This may be and is often directly accomplished 
by legislation, which, in its terms, is expressly prohibitory, instead of 
the circuitous method of imposing a burden, in the nature of a license 
as a police regulation, which is difficult or impossible to be borne, and 
which, in the end, may make the occupation unprofitable. Cooley Taxa- 
tion, 404. 
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It must be apparent, from an examination of the statute in question, 
that the occupation of an “emigrant agent,” as defined therein, does 
not belong to that‘class which is so inherently harmful or dangerous to 
the public that it may, either directly or indirectly, be restricted or pro- 
hibited. The statute defines the said occupation “‘to mean. any person 
engaged in hiring laborers in this State to be employed beyond the limits 
of the same.” It cannot be seriously contended that a laborer, under 
our system of government, as indicated by the unquestionable authori- 
ties to which we have referred, does not possess the right of hiring his 
services to any one, either within or without the State. And is he may | 
do this, we are unable to see, as we have just remarked, how an agent 
or other person engaged in hiring him to be employed without the State 

can be considered as following an occupation which, in itself, is 
(706) inherently dangerous or harmful in the sense above mentioned. 

Indeed, this position is fully conceded by the Attorney-General, 
and we will now consider whether the license imposed by the act is 
restrictive or prohibitory in its character. 

While the probable harm and inconvenience of hanierelion to the 
public may not be averted by such legislation, it is of the greatest im- 
portance to all of. the citizens of the State that the inexperienced and 
artless laborer may not be imposed upon by the false representations and 
other fraudulent practices of an emigrant agent, and it is one of the 
highest duties imposed upon the lawmakers to prevent such abuses by 
prescribing rigid and appropriate regulations under which the said oc- 
cupation can alone be followed. Regulations of this nature may be 
made in a variety of ways, but that which is most commonly adopted 
is the requirement of a license fee which is exacted for the purpose of 
defraying the probable expenses of ascertaining the moral and other 
gualifications of the proposed licensee, and the proper inspection or other 
necessary police supervision under which the particular business is to be 
conducted. While the means adopted must have a relation to the ac- 
complishment of these ends, it is not absolutely necessary in all cases 
that the law or ordinance imposing the license should prescribe any 
specific regulation, and it is sufficient if the court can see that the fee 
exacted is a reasonable proportion of the necessary expenses incident to 
the general police supervision. The entire absence, however, of any 
regulation, or of any police supervision whatever, is a powerful aid 
(and especially where the amount exacted is very large) in determining 
whether the license is not really a disguised species of taxation or an in- 
direct method of unduly restricting or prohibiting the business altogether, 
In this case, however, we have no hesitation in reaching the conclusion 
that the act in question is not and was not intended as a mere regula- — 
tion, but its object was either to tax or to restrict or prohibit the 
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particular occupation mentioned therein. This is evident from (707) 
the fact that it does not contain any of the features of a police 
regulation, nor is it connected in any way with any police supervision, 
No provision whatever is made for the ascertainment of the moral char- 
acter or other qualities of the applicant. The statute provides that 
“any person shall be entitled to a leense” upon the payment of the 
prescribed fee, and therefore the vilest imposter may demand a license 
and the State Treasurer has no discretion to withhold it. Neither are 
there any regulations as to the manner in which the business 1s to be 
carried on, and the licensee is left entirely unrestrained, except so far as 
he may be amenable to the general law. Even if there were such regu- 
lations, there is an utter absence of any provision for an inspector 
or other officer whose duty it is to enforce them. The general scope and 
tendency of the act, in connection with the exaction of the very large 
license fee, induce us to believe that, viewed as a police regulation, it is . 
so far restrictive and prohibitory as to contravene those fundamental 
principles we have enunciated, and which are intended to protect the 
citizen in the pursuit of an occupation not. inherently dangerous or harm- 
ful to the public. It may be regulated, but it cannot be indirectly pro- 
hibited by an exercise of the police power. Whatever doubt, however, 
that may possibly remain as to the validity of the act as a police regu- 
lation may be dissipated when we consider the reasonableness of the 
amount required for the license. We have already adverted to this 
- principle and will refer to some of the many authorities upon the sub- 
ject. In Cooley Taxation, 408, it is said: “Where the grant is not made 
for revenue, but for regulation, a much narrower construction is to be 
applied. A fee for the license may be exacted, but it must be such a fee 
only as will legitimately assist in the regulation, and it should not exceed 
the necessary or probable expense of issuing the leense and of 
inspecting and regulating the business which it covers.” (708 ) 
In Tiedeman (supra, 274) it is said that, “In the regulation 
of occupations it is constitutional to require those who apply for a 
license to pay a reasonable sum to defray the expenses of issuing the 
license and maintaining the police supervision.” The principle has been 
emphatically recognized by this Court in S. v. Bean, 91 N. ©., 554. 
In that case it appeared that the town of Salisbury had, under its charter, 
the authority to regulate the manner in which provisions might be sold 
in its “streets and markets,” and to enforce such regulations by appro- 
priate penalties, etc. The ordinance provided that “No butcher or 
other person shall cut up and expose to sale any fresh meats within the 
limits of Salisbury without first obtaining a license from the commis- 
sioners of the town, which license shall authorize the person or persons 
to sell meat at a certain stand, shop or stall specified in said license, to 
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be used as a market, and for which license said person shall pay the 
sum of $3 per month, payable in advance.” The Court held that, as the 
subjects of taxation were enumerated in the charter, and as the occupa- 
tion of selling meat by butchers was not included therein, the town had 
no right to impose a tax upon that particular occupation; and when it 
was urged that the license fee could be sustained as a regulation under 
the police power, it was held that it was not a police regulation, but a 
tax. The opinion was based upon the unreasonableness of the amount 
required for the license. The Court (Ashe, J.) said: “There are au- 
thorities to be found to the effect that, under the police power, license. 
may be granted for the exercise of particular avocations and employ- 
ments, but in all such cases it is held that the fee or price exacted for 
the privilege must not be with a view to revenue; and in such cases it 
is competent and proper for the courts, where the effect and 
_ purpose of an ordinance are brought to be reviewed by them, 

to see that the fee or price paid for the privilege of ex- 
(709) ercising the franchise is reasonable and not for the pur- 

pose of raising revenue. Desty on Taxation, 306, and to the like 
effect is S. v. Mayor, etc., 28 N. J., 280.” The Court then proceeded to 
quote Dillon on Municipal Corporations, 357, to the effect that, in the 
ease of a license under the police power, only “a reasonable fee for the 
license and the labor attending its issue may be charged.” Several cases 
were cited to show that, because of the unreasonable amount exacted for a 
license, its imposition was considered as an exercise of the taxing and - 
not of the police power. The authorities are abundant in support of the | 
proposition, but its correctness is so fully established that it is hardly 
necessary to reproduce them in this opinion. We will refer, however, 
by way of further illustration, to the instructive case of St. Paul v. 
Trager, 25 Minn., 248. The city of St. Paul had, by ordinance, re- 
quired a license fee of $25 for every huckster of vegetables who plied 
his trade in the streets of the city. In determining whether this was a 
license or a tax, the Court, in the course of the discussion, said: “It can- 
not be claimed that it was enacted in the exercise of any police power 
for sanitary purposes, or for the preservation of good order, peace or 
quiet of the city, because, neither upon its face nor. upon any 
evidence before us, does it appear that any provision 18 made 
for inspection, ete. . . . The annual sum exacted for the license 
is manifestly much in excess of what is necessary or reasonable to cover 
expenses incident to its issue. . . . No regulations being prescribed 
in reference to its prosecution under the license, there could be little, if 
any, occasion for the exercise of any police authority in supervising the 
business or enforcing the ordinance, and no cause for any considerable 
expense on that account.” The Court held that the ordinance was not a 
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police regulation. Inasmuch as a license fee must be prescribed in ad- 
vance, and in many instances it cannot be determined with accuracy 


-what the expenses incident to the regulation may be, the courts are not 


inclined to be too exact in placing an estimate upon them so long 
as the sum demanded is not altogether unreasonable. But we (710) 
have no difficulty in holding in the present case that the amount | 
of $1,000, to be paid in each county in which the occupation is pursued, 
is enormously in excess of the probable expenses incident to the regula- 
tion. We have seen that, in fact, there is no regulation at all, and, there- | 
fore, no expense, except the insignificant amount necessary to defray 
the cost of simply issuing a license. If a license fee of three dollars per 
month was held excessive in S. v. Bean, supra, where very many of the © 
elements of a police regulation were present, what shall we say of the 
license fee of $1,000 in this case, in which there is virtually no expense, 
and where there is not a ae feature which indicates any police regu- 
lation whatever. 

As the questions discussed are of eich importance, and especially, 
because they involve the constitutionality of an act of the Legislature, 
we have been somewhat elaborate in the expression of our views. En- 
tirely mindful of that most salutary principle, that no court should de- 
elare an act of the Legislature unconstitutional, unless it is plainly so, 
and deeply conscious as we are of the profound responsibility imposed 
upon those whose province it 1s to exercise so delicate a duty, we cannot 
hesitate in deciding that the act under examination is ineapable of being 
sustained in any point of view. 

Considered as a tax (and this we think is its true character), it is 
void for want of uniformity; and considered as an exercise of the police 
power, it is likewise void, because of its restrictive or prohibitory charac- 
ter, as well as the unreasonable amount exacted as a license fee. 


Neraned: 


Cited: Crinkley v. Egerton, ante, 449; S. v. Warren, ante, 685; 8S. 
v. Carter, 129 N. C., 561; 8. v. Hunt, cb., 689, 690, 691; Brooks v. Tripp, 
135 N. C., 160; Carr v. Comrs., 1386 N. C., 126; S. v. Roberson, ib., 589; 
Lane v. Comrs., 189 N. C., 445; S. v. Williams, 146 N. C., 628; St. 
George v. Hardie, 147 N. C., 97; Dalton ». Brown, 159 N.C, 189; 8. 0. 


— Snipes, 161 N. C., 245; S. v. ’ Darnell, rene C., 304. 
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(711) a 
STATE v. CHARLES BARBER Et At. 


Jurors, when Excused—Discretion of Judge—Challenge for Cause—In- 
dictment Containing Several Counts—Election—Judge’s Charge. 


. The trial judge has authority, in the exercise of a sound discretion, to 
excuse a juror at his own request, as a favor to him, and before he has 
been accepted as one of the panel. | 

. It was not error to sustain a challenge to the favor when it appeared that 

a juror was attending the court, whether under subpcena or not, in the 

expectation of being called upon as a witness for the opposite party, the 

danger of bias not being removed by showing that he had no knowledge 
of the material facts of the case, but expected to testify only as to the 
character of a defendant charged with a felony. 

. The unsupported testimony of an accomplice, if it produces entire belief 

of the prisoner’s guilt, is sufficient to warrant a conviction, and the usual 

direction to a jury not to convict upon it unless supported by other testi- 
mony, is only a precautionary measure to prevent improper confidence 

‘being reposed in it, and the propriety of giving this caution must be left 

to the discretion of the trial judge. . 

. Where, in the trial of an indictment containing two counts, one for larceny 
and the other for receiving, ete., the testimony tending to show that some 
of the defendants (who were convicted under the count for larceny) had 
been stealing tobacco from the same owner.at various times, and had 
been disposing of it at a price much below its market value to B., who 

knew it to have been stolen, it was within the discretion of the trial 

* judge to determine whether he would compel the State to elect on which 
count it should proceed against B. 

. Where a jury find a defendant guilty of larceny in a particular case, the 

law construes the verdict as if the words, “in manner and form as charged 

in the bill of indictment,” were added to it, and the same is true as to the 
finding of another defendant guilty of receiving; therefore, 

. When, in the trial of an indictment against several defendants containing 

two counts (for larceny and receiving), the jury rendered a verdict that 

certain of the defendants “are guilty of larceny, and that the defendant 

B. is guilty of receiving, knowing the tobacco to have been stolen”: Held, 

that the verdict as to the defendant B., taken in connection with the 

indictment, is sufficiently clear and intelligible to show that it is a con- 
viction upon the second count, it not being essential to mention the prop- 
erty received or to specify it directly instead of by implication, as the 

verdict did. 


(712)  Criminat action, tried at May Term, 1893, of Rowan, before 
Winston, J. 

The defendants were indicted for larceny and receiving stolen goods, 
knowing them to have been stolen. The jury found the defendant Barber 
guilty upon the second count (receiving, etc.), and he alone appealed 


from the judgment pronounced. 
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When the case was called in the Supreme Court, counsel] for defendant 
submitted a motion in arrest of judgment, upon the ground that the ver- 
dict was insufficient, being in these words: “Guilty of receiving, knowing 
the tobacco to have been stolen,” and cited and relied upon the case of 
S. v. Whitaker, 89 N. C., 472. | 


The Attorney-General for the State. 
C. M. Busbee and 8. FP. Mordecaa for defendant. 


Avery, J. A talesman was called, who, upon being challenged for 
cause by the solicitor, stated that one of the defendants had spoken to 
him about the case and had requested him to attend as a witness to prove 
the character of that defendant, who had stated nothing but the fact | 
that he was indicted; that he had agreed to become witness for the de- 
fendant and was attending the court without having been summoned 
to appear. Two jurors had already been challenged peremptorily for 
the State, but the defendants had twenty-eight peremptory challenges 
which were not exhausted by them. The prosecuting officer asked the 
court, in the exercise of its discretion, to excuse the juror, and he was 
so excused. The authority of the court, in the exercise of a 
sound discretion, to excuse a juror, at his own request, as a favor (713) 
to him, and before he is accepted as one of the panel, 1t seems to 
us, cannot be seriously questioned. If, however, taking the whole state- 
ment together, it is susceptible of the construction that the judge meant 
to excuse the juror because he was voluntarily attending for the purpose 
of being examined to prove the good character of one of the defendants, 
we think it equally clear that it was not error to sustain a challenge to 
the favor by either of the parties to an action upon the ground that the 
juror was attending the court, whether under subpena or not, in the 
expéctation of being called upon as a witness for the opposite party. The 
danger of bias is not removed by showing that the witness has no knowl- 
edge of the more material facts bearing upon the issue, and expects to 
testify only as to the character of a defendant charged with a felony. 
I Bish. C. P., secs. 767, 768. 

The jury could not have been misled as to the weight to be given to 
the testimony of an accomplice. The defendant had no just ground 
to complain of the instruction “that they (the jury) might convict on 
the unsupported testimony of an accomplice, but that it was dangerous 
and unsafe to.do so; but, if the story of the accomplice, taken with the 
other facts and circumstances in the case, carry conviction to the minds 
of the jury, then it is their duty to convict. The jury must be satisfied 
beyond a reasonable doubt of the guilt of the defendant before they can 
convict.” S. v. Mitchener, 98 N. C., 689; S.v. Muller, 97 N. C., 484; 8. 
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v. Stroud, 95 N. C., 626. “The unsupported testimony of an accomphcee, 
if it produces entire belief of the prisoner’s guilt, 1s sufficient to warrant 
a conviction, and the usual direction to the jury not to convict upon it 
unless supported by other testimony is only a precautionary measure to 
prevent improper confidence being reposed in it, and the propriety of - 
giving this eauiien must be left to the discretion of the judge who tries 

the cause.” S. v. Holland, 83 N. C., 625; S. v. Haney, 2 Dev. 
(714) & Bat., 390. 

In &. v. Morrison, 85 N. C., 561, Justice Ruffin, delivering the 
opinion of the Court, says: “The somos rule is that if an indict- 
ment contains sharees distinct in themselves and growing out of separate 
transactions, the prosecutor may be made to elect, or the court may 
quash. But when it appears that the several counts relate to one trans- 
action, varied simply to meet the probable proof, the court will neither 
quash nor force an election.” ‘The same rule applies when there 1s but 
one count and testimony as to several transactions, either of which will 
be relied on to make a case under that count, and when there are several 
counts containing distinct charges and growing out of separate trans- 
actions, all punishable in the same way.” S. v. Parrish, 104 N. C., 679. 

In this case the testimony tended to show that several other defend- 
ants, who were convicted of larceny on the first count, had been stealing 
tobacco from the same owner at various times, and had been disposing 
of it to the defendant, who knew it had been stolen, at a price much 
below its market value. The defendant Barber, who alone appeals, was 
convicted on the second count of receiving. It was within the discretion - 
of the trial judge to determine whether he would compel an election, 
and his ruling is not reviewable in this Court. S. v. Harris, 106 N. C., 
682; S. v. Allen, 107 N. C., 805. The appellant certainly has no ground 
for complaint, since the jury were told that all of the defendants must 
be convicted, if at all, upon the evidence relating to a single transaction, 
and that so many of the defendants as did not participate in the par- 
ticular transaction upon which the verdict should be founded must be 
acquitted. Bishop, supra, sec. 210. Where the jury find a defendant 
guilty of larceny in a particular case, the law construes the verdict as 
if the words, “in manner and form as charged in the indictment,” were 
added to it, and where the finding as to another defendant is, “guilty 

of receiving, knowing the tobacco to have been stolen,” it must 
(715) be interpreted in the same way. -The verdict, as to the defend- 
ant Barber, taken in connection with the indictment, is suffi- 
ciently clear and intelligible to show that it is a conviction upon the 
second count. It was not essential that the jury should mention the 
property received, or certainly, that they specify it directly, instead of 
by implication arising out of the words, “knowing the said tobacco to 
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have been stolen,” when read in connection with the charge contained 
in the second count. S. v. Horan, 61 N. C., 571, 576. 

Upon an inspection of the whole record we find no sufficient ground 
for arresting the judgment. It is not clear that the judge who tried the 
case below intended to waive the objection that the prayer for instruc- 
tions was offered too late. It does not follow from the fact that he gave 
a part of the instruction asked and refused other portions of it that he 
intended to make such a concession. 

But we have considered the principal ab issues to the charge given 
and to the refusal to give instructions prayed for as if the exception had © 
been well taken. There is 

No error. 


Cited: S.v, . Black, 121 N. C., 579; S.v. Perry, 122 N. C., 1022; Perry 
v. Rk. R., 129 N. C., 3834; 8. : Howard. ib., 656; S. v. Busiee 142 
Ns Ss, 580; Sv. Peterson, 149 N. C., 534; 8. v. Downton, 155 N. C.,, 
465; 8. v. Little, 174 N. C., 802; 8. v. Tones, 176 N. C., 703; S.v. O'Hig- 
Ge 178 N. C., 710. 


(716) 
STATE v. GEORGE WHITT. 


Murder—Challenge to Array—Amendment of Sheriff's Return on Writ 
and List of Special Venire—Accessory—Principal—Evidence—Res 
Geste—Dying Declarations—Natural Hvidence. 


1. The integrity and fairness of the entire panel of jurors summoned in obedi- 

| ence to a writ of special venire are not affected by the fact that one man 
named in the writ had removed from the county, and that another named 
therein was dead when the jury list was revised by the county commis- 
sioners; nor by the fact that one of those named on the venire was not 
summoned, nor by the fact that the sheriff, in copying the list of the 
venire furnished him, omitted by mistake the name of one, who in conse- 
quence was not summoned. 

2. Where 4 sheriff, in making his return on a writ and list of special venire, 
indorsed thereon, “Received 25 October, 1893; executed 30 October, 1898, 
.by summoning one hundred and fifty men,” it was within the discretion 
of the court, at the term to which the writ was returnable, to permit an 
amendment of the return so as to show those of the list furnished him 
by the clerk who were actually summoned, and those not summoned, with 
the reasons why they were not. 

5. A principal in the second degree is not an “accessory,” but a “coprincipal.” 

4. On the trial of a prisoner charged with murder, not as an accessory before 
or after the fact, but as a coprincipal, it was not error in the court to — 
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charge the jury that in determining the fact whether the prisoner was an 
aider and abettor in the murder, and therefore guilty in the second 
degree, they should not be influenced by the fact that another, charged 
with the murder, had been previously acquitted. 


5, Although a conversation, which took place between a witness and deceased 
immediately after the latter was fatally wounded, in which he described 
the number and location of his wounds and the character of his suffer- 
ings, and stated his belief that he was killed (it being in evidence that 
deceased died within forty-eight hours after the wounds were inflicted), 
was not a part of the res geste, yet it, as well as the statement of what 
the deceased said about the transaction, would have been competent as 
dying declarations. 


.6. In such ease, testimony as to the statement of the deceased concerning his 
wounds and suffering (the character of the former being proved other- 
wise, and it not being seriously controverted that they caused the death) 
could not prejudice a prisoner on trial for the killing. Besides, such 
statements not containing any reference to the transaction in which the 
wounds were received, were competent as natural evidence. 


SHEPHERD, C. J., not being present, did not participate in the decision of 
‘this case. 


Inpicrment for murder, tried in Buncomsy Criminal Court, before 
Jones, J. ° The facts appear in the opinion. The prisoner appealed from 
‘the judgment pronounced. 


Fhe Aipsrney Ccnbeal for the State. | 
Chas. A. Webb for the prisoner. 


CrarKx, J. The prisoner was indicted for murder and was convicted 

-of murder in the second degree. There was a special venire of one hun- 
dred and fifty men ordered and drawn from the box by the court. The 

‘Code, sec. 1739; 8. v. Brogden, 111 N. C., 656. The prisoner challenged 

‘the array— 

1. Because one of the men named on the special venire had removed 

from the county, and another was dead at the time the jury list had 

been revised by the county commissioners. 

9. Because the sheriff had indorsed on the writ and list of special 

--yvenire: “Received 25 October, 1893; executed 30 October, 1893, by 
summoning a jury of one hundred and fifty men.” The solicitor moved 
. that the sheriff be allowed to amend his return, so as to show those of the 
list furnished him by the clerk who were actually summoned, and those 
_of said list not summoned, with the reasons why they were not. The 
sheriff was permitted to amend his return, as moved, and the prisoner 
- again excepted. 

3. Because one of those ene on the venire was not sum- 

. (718) moned. 
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4, Because the sheriff in copying the list of the venire by mis- 
take failed to copy the name of one man, who, in consequence, was not 
summoned. The jury was selected beforé the prisoner had eee 
his peremptory challenges. 

The first ground of exception was expressly held adversely to the 
prisoner in S. v. Hensley, 94 N. C., 1021. The amendment of sheriff’s 
return was in the discretion of the oun at this term, and removed the 
second ground of objection, if it had any merit. The other two grounds 
assigned likewise did not “affect the integrity and fairness of the en- — 
‘tire panel,” and were properly disallowed. S. v. Hensley, supra. 

The prisoner excepted because the court refused’ to charge the jury 
that there was not sufficient evidence to go to them to show a conspiracy 
btween the prisoner and John Llewellen to murder the deceased. A 
consideration of the evidence sent up justifies such refusal. 

The prisoner also excepted to the charge of the court: : 

1. In that the court charged, “if the jury should find from the 
evidence that there was no conspiracy bétween the prisoner and John 
Llewellen, 1t would then be their duty to consider whether he was an 
aider and abettor in the killing of Charles Brockers, that it, as principal. 
in the second degree, and in determining that fact they should not be 
influenced by the fact that John Llewellen had been acquitted of the 
murder of Brockers, that the acquittal of John Llewellen should have: 
nothing to do with their verdict in this case.” Brockers was a deputy 
marshal, who had arrested John Llewellen on a warrant, and had been 
killed in attempting to carry him to jail. John Llewellen and his father 
had been tried and acquitted. The prisoner was charged, not as an 
accessory before or after the fact, but as a coprincipal. What another ~ 
jury had done as to Llewellen was inadmissible for or against one charged 
as a principal. The case of S. v. Jones, 101 N. C., 719, therefore, 
has no application. A principal in the second’ degree is not an (719) 
accessory, but a coprincipal. 1 Bishop Cr. Law, sec. 604 (4). 

Even if the prisoner had been charged as principal in the second degree, 
he could have been convicted: when the principal in the first degree had 
been acquitted. 1 Wharton Or. Law, sec. 222, note -2, and numerous 
cases there cited; 9 A. & E., 574, note 9, 

2. The prisoner further ‘excepted because the court charged the jury 
“that, in order to find the prisoner guilty as a principal in the second 
degree, the jury must be satisfied from the evidence, beyond a reasonable 
doubt, that he actually aided and abetted John Llewellen in the killing 
of Brockers, that if they were satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt from 
all the evidence that the deceased was murdered by John Llewellen, and 
that just before the fight began, the prisoner stood at the northeast corner 
of the house with a pistol in his hand, and that J Onn Llewellen came to 
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the door with a pistol in his hand, and the prisoner then said to him, 
‘You can go to Marshall, if you want to go, and if you don’t you need 
not; ; by G—d, Iam here,’ and that this was said for the purpose of en- 
eouraging J jhe Liewellen to resist a lawful arrest by the deceased, and | 
that during the fight that ensued the prisoner had a pistol in his hand 
prepared and ready to assist John Llewellen if it should become neces- 
sary, and that he stood near the witness Samuel Cox, cocking his pistol 
backwards and forwards twice, either for the purpose of preventing the 
said Cox from assisting Brockers in the arrest, or for the purpose of 
showing John Llewellen that he was prepared to assist him, or en- ° 
ecouraging him in resisting arrest, and that -by reason of such action and 
words and behavior the said John Lliewellen was encouraged and as- 
sured by the prisoner, that then, this would be an aiding and abetting 
by the prisoner, and he would be guilty, as a principal, in the second 
degree, whether he fired the fatal shot or not,.and could be 
(720) convicted of murdér in the second degree.” Weallis’s case, 1 
Salk., 334, is an authority exactly in point. He was tried at 
Old Bailey in 1703. The indictment was against A for murder, and 
against Wallis and others as persons present, aiding and abetting A 
therein. A was first tried and acquitted. When Wallis was afterwards 
put on trial and convicted, Holt, C. J., determined that, though the in- 
dictment be against the prisoner for aiding and assisting and abetting 
A, who was acquitted, yet the indictment and trial of that prisoner 
(Wallis) was well enough, for all are principals, and it is not material 
who actually did the murder.” Brown v. State, 28 Ga., 199; 9 A. & E., 
570. Indeed, as-is said by Dr. Wharton, 1 Criminal Law, 9 Ed., 
221, “the distinction between principals in the first and second degrees, 
is a distinction without a difference.” To same effect is 1 Bishop 
Criminal Law, 8 Ed., sec. 604, and other authorities, : 
The solicitor asked the witness Cox, “What did Brockers say to you 
immediately after the fight about his having a wound?” The prisoner 
objected on the ground that, not being a part of the res geste and not _ 
having been made in the presence of the prisoner, it was incompetent. 
The court ruled, after preliminary inquiry, that what Brockers then said 
to the witness about his feelings or the nature of the wound he had re- 
ceived, was competent, but anything that he said about the fight was 
incompetent. The witness then testified, that “not over ten minutes after 
the fight, and about one hundred or one hundred and fifty yards from the 
place of the fight, as soon as he and Brockers had gotten on.their horses 
Brockers asked him if he was not shot. Witness told him No, and 
asked Brockers if he was. He said Yes, he thought he was killed. Wit- 
ness then asked him where he was shot, and he said through the leg, 
the arm and the thigh and the body, and that he believed he could feel | 
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the blood running inside of him.” The prisoner excepted. It was also 
in evidence that Brockers died within forty-eight hours from the wounds 
received on that occasion. ; | 

The court correctly held that the conversation was not a part (721) 
of the res geste. Cockburn, C. J., in Rex v. Beddingfield, 14 
C. C., 341; Roscoe’s Cr. Ev., 26, 29, and cases there cited; 8S. v. #razer, 
1 Hous., 176; James v. State, 71 Ind., 66. Upon the evidence it would 
seem that the court might well have held these dying declarations and 
have admitted what it excluded, to wit, Brocker’s statement of the 
transaction. S. v. Mills, 91 N. C., 581, on p. 594. The declarations of 
the deceased were only admitted by the court as statements of his con- 
dition, that he thought he was killed and believed he could feel the 
blood running inside, and locating the wounds he had received. The 
latter was sufficiently proved by uncontradicted evidence, and as it is 
not seriously controverted they caused the death, we do not ‘see how the — 
recital of them by the deceased, nor his statement of the intensity of his 
suffering therefrom, as that he though he was killed, and could feel the 
blood running inside, could have possibly prejudiced the prisoner Be- 
sides, such statements not containing any reference to the transaction 
in which the wounds were received, are competent as natural evidence. 
21 A. & E., 103; Insurance Co. v. Moseley, 8 Wall. 397; 1 Green- 
leaf Ev., sec. 102. — 

No error. 


Crted: S. v. Stanton, 118 N. C., 1183; 8. v. Bishop, 181 N. C., 760; 
S. v. Jarrell, 141 N. C., 724; S&S. v. Worley, ib., 768; 8. v. Quick, 150 
N. C., 822; 8. v. Lumber Co., 153 N. C., 613; 8. v. Lewis, 177 N. C., 
558; S. v. Alexander, 179 N. C., 764. 


| (722) 
STATE v. W. W. ROLLINS. : 


Murder—Evidence—Res Geste—Impeachment of Witness—Character 
of Deceased—Hxcessive Force—Instructions to Jury. 


1, A witness, on a trial for murder, testified that on the night of the homicide, 
and near her house, she heard men cursing and quarreling, one saying, 
“T will cut his throat.” In answer to her cries of ‘““Murder,” two or three 
men came to her door. The defendant proposed to ask her what she said 
to, the men who came to her door, the purpose being to show that she told 
them that the men who were quarreling were cutting a man’s throat, and 
to thus corroborate her statements on the trial: Held, that the question 
was properly excluded as irrelevant and immaterial, since what She said 
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to the men would not have served to corroborate her as to what she saw, 
but only to show her belief or surmise, at the time, of the nature of the 
occurrence. 


. What a defendant charged with murder said to a witness who, hearing 


pistol shots, ran to the seene of the homicide, arriving there between the 
third and fourth shots, and while several men present were struggling 
with each other, was competent as a part of the res gesi@, and also as 
corroborative of his testimony of the transaction as given on the trial. . 


. While error in excluding competent testimony is cured by afterwards 


admitting it from the same witness, it is not cured by admitting another 
_to testify to the same purport. 


. Where a witness for the State, in a trial for murder, testified as an eye- 


witness to the homicide, and on cross-examination stated that he was 
not drunk, it was error to exclude proof offered to show that he was 
“very drunk on that occasion,” such proof not being intended to impeach 
his character (in which case his answer on cross-examination as to his 
condition would have been conclusive), but serving to contradict and 
impair his evidence, and to show his incapacity to know and remember 
with accuracy what took place. 


. Where, in a trial for murder, though the plea of self-defense was set up, 


it did not appear that defendant knew the character of the deceased for 
violence, evidence as to such violent character was properly excluded. 


. Where a. person is lawfully under arrest and another attempts to rescue 


him, the officer in resisting such rescue is justified in using such foree as 
would ordinarily be considered excessive, provided he acts in good faith 
and without malice. 


. But where an officer, having lawfully arrested a person and in resisting 


an attempted rescue uses such signal force that death is caused thereby, 
there is no presumption of law that he acted without malice and in good 
faith, i.e, without excess of force, being for the jury to judge of the 
reasonableness of the force used, and for the defendant to show matter 
of excuse or mitigation. 


. Good faith and want of malice apply as to extent of force used by an officer 


in resisting a rescue of a prisoner, when the arrest is legal, but do not 
validate an illegal arrest; hence, when a person submits to arrest and a 
rescue is attempted, the officer may not resist such rescue or use such 
force as is necessary to prevent the rescue if the original arrest was 
unlawful. 


. When a person is lawfully in the custody of an officer and a rescue is 


attempted, the officer may arrest the person attempting the rescue and 
may use stich force as is necessary. 


10. The use of a deadly weapon is proof of malice, for which one charged with 


murder must show excuse or mitigation: hence, where the killing of a 
person was admitted or conclusively shown to have been done by the 
prisoner, a prayer for an instruction to the jury that if the facts of the 
homicide are ia doubt, “and the jury are unable to say how the deceased 
eame to his death and under what circumstances, the jury will render 
a verdict of ‘not guilty,’ .’ was Peer refused as ad to the. 
facts. 5 . 
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While, if the fact of killing by one on trial for murder is in doubt, it 
would be proper to instruct the jury that “if there is a reasonable hypothe- 
sis, supported by the evidence, which is consistent with the prisoner’s 
innocence, then it is the duty of the jury to acquit,” yet, where the killing 
by the prisoner is admitted or conclusively proven, such an instruction is 
not permissible as to matters of excuse or mitigation, the burden of 
proving which is upon the prisoner. 


While the court may not single out a witness or witnesses and charge the 
jury that they must find in a designated way, if they believe such wit- 
nesses, yet if the opposite state of facts and the law applicable thereto 
have been called to the attention of the’jury, it may properly tell the jury 
that if they believe a certain state of facts as deposed to by certain wit- 
nesses, then the law applicable is so and so, for thus the attention of the 
jury is directed not to the credibility of the witnesses, but to a certain 
state of facts or hypothesis. 


On the trial of a policeman for murder, the ecurt charged that an officer 
may arrest without warrant for a breach of the peace committed in his 
presence, but that he must, unless a known officer, notify the person that 
he is an officer, and if he fail to do so, especially. on demand, the arrest is 
illegal and may be lawfully resisted by the person arrested, and if the 
person making the arrest kill any one of those resisting it, he would be 
guilty of murder, unless excessive force was used by those resisting it, in 
which latter case he would be guilty of manslaughter: Held, that the 
instruetion was proper, and not objectionable as expressing an opinion 
that defendant was or was not a known officer. | 


On the trial of a policeman for murder of a person attempting a rescue 
of another under arrest, the court charged the jury that “where the arrest 
is made legally, by a lawful officer, he may use the amount of force neces- 
sary to prevent an escape or rescue, and no more, and if he use excessive 
force and death results, he is guilty of manslaughter; but if excessive 
force is used and he intentionally slays the person resisting arrest. or 
attempting the rescue, he is guilty of murder’: Held, that while it would 
have been proper for the judge to add that what would be excessive 
force in an individual in an ordinary encounter might not be so in an 
officer resisting the escape or rescue of a prisoner, yet the omission to so 
charge when not asked to do so was not error. An officer is not clothed 
with authority to judge arbitrarily of the necessity for killing, but that 
is a matter which the jury must judge in each instance, 


Inpicrment for murder, tried before Bryan, J., and a jury, at March 


Term, 1893, of DurHam. 


There was a verdict of “not guilty of the felony and murder as charged 


in the bill of indictment, but guilty of the felonious slaying.” From 
the judgment thereon the defendant appealed. 


Defendant was a policeman of the town of Durham, assigned to 


special duty in a locality called “Smoky Hollow,” Just beyond the cor- 
porate limits of the town, the locality being inhabited, for the most 
part, by lewd women. On the evening of the homicide he was drunk 
and called, in company with Dick Happer, at a house of ill fame kept 
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by Nan White. While in Nan White’s room, deceased and his brothers, 
John and Charles, stopped at the house. As to the circumstances con- 
nected with and leading up to the homicide, John Jones testified for the 
State, that he went upon the porch and knocked at the door, and 
(725) was told by the woman that he could not come in. He knocked 
again, and defendant came up the steps and took him by the 
arm, advising him that he was under arrest. Witness asked him to 
show his authority, and defendant did not do so. Happer took witness 
by one arm, and defendant took him by the other, and deceased came up 
and told them to turn witness loose, saying that he would take charge 
of him. This defendant refused to do, and on being asked by witness to 
show his authority, pulled out his pistol and shot deceased. Before de- 
fendant shot, deceased took witness by his left arm and tried to get him 
out of defendant’s hands. Witness and deceased then ran off in different 
directions, and deceased died an hour later. Dr. A. Cheatham was called, 
and testified that defendant died from a pistol wound in the stomach. 
After introducing witnesses to testify to the good character of John 
Jones the State rested. 

Dick Happer testified in behalf of the defendant that on the iene 
of the homicide he and defendant visited Nan White’s house. Defend- 
ant went into her room, and witness into another room. Witness heard 
some one kicking at the door about fifteen minutes after. Witness 
heard a voice say: “It takes a damn good man to carry me up town.” 
Fhen he heard defendant say: “Well, you will have to go.” Witness 
went out and found deceased and his two brothers and defendant on the 
porch. One of them asked defendant to show his authority, and defend- 
ant said, “Here is my authority,” and showed his badge. At defend- 
ant’s request witness took John Jones’s hand, and they started up town, 
deceased and Charles Jones followed them. Witness heard some one 
running up behind them, and looking back saw deceased and Charles 
right behind them. Deceased grabbed defendant on the shoulder and 
said, “You damn son of a bitch, you sha’n’t carry my brother off!” 
Charles also seized defendant, and a struggle ensued. One of them said, 
“Out his damn throat.” Defendant fell, and deceased struck him, wit- 

ness at the same time having his arms around deceased’s waist. 
(75 26) Charles had defendant by the throat and said, “Cut the damn son 

of a bitch’s throat.” Then a pistol was fired. twice, and deceased ~ 
said, “The damn son of a bitch has shot me twice.” Defendant called 
out “Help,” or “I’ll give up,” and witness ran for a policeman, and told 
him that defendant had tried to arrest some men in Smoky Hollow; 
that they had jumped on him, and the policeman had better go there 
quick. Mrs. Brandon’s house was the closest house to the shooting. 
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Nan White testified that while Rollins was in her room some men 
came on her front porch and kicked the bottom of her door. She 
stepped into the hall and told them that she was sick, and that there was 
no one to see them, and asked them to go away. The kicking continued 
and she requested defendant to go out and take them away. The kick- 
ing at the bottom of the door was so severe that one of the panels was 
broken loose. 

Mrs. Mary Brandon testified in substance: “J live on East Main 
street, near where Reams avenue runs into it. I live on left-hand side 
of street. No fence around my house; none in front; a wire fence at the 
side. The night of the homicide I was at my house, and heard some men 
coming from towards the railroad. They were coming towards town. 
There was cursing going on among them. Just as they got to the fence 
at my house the cursing was loudest. JI heard a man say, ‘T’ll cut his 
throat.’ Then a pistol fired, and then, right straight, another. Some 
one said, ‘I will cut his G—d d—n throat. Ill eut his head off’ I, 
opened front door, and shut it. Went to back door and hollered ‘Murdeyr’ 
four or five’ times. Two or three came to my back door. Jasper Phipps 
was the only one I knew.” Defendant asked witness, “What did you 
say to those that came to your door?” The State objected, and the 
answer was ruled out.. The defendant excepted. (This was the first 
exception.) Defendant stated the purpose of the question to be 
to show that she said to those that came up that they were killing (727) 
a man at her door; that they were cutting a man’s throat at her 
door, and insisted that 1t was competent as a part of the res geste, 
and that it tended to corroborate witness in what she now aye Witness 
had not been attacked. 

Jim Potts, a witness for defendant, testified as faliiwa: “TL was in 
Smoky Hollow the night of the ences at Lilly Bennett’s about three 
hundred and fifty yards from Mrs. Brandon’s—back of Nan White’s. 
Heard two pistol shots. Sounded as if shot in a box or house. Heard 
some one, in a woman’s voice, holler ‘Murder. I saw Mrs. Brandon 
in her door hollering ‘Murder. She continued till I got there. I ran 
around to the front door. Saw defendant and Jasper Phipps, and some 
more men in front. I went on after them. Pretty soon Rollins over- 
took one, and caught hold of hini. Phipps was in front of Rollins a lit- 
tle bit. By that time had gotten out of my sight. I kept going towards 
Rollins. Saw the blaze of a pistol. By that time I had gotten up to 
Rollins.” Defendant then asked, “What did Rollins say to you as you 
ran up, between third and fourth shots?” State objected. Defendant 
stated that he expected to prove that defendant said, “Catch hold of 
this man; he has tried to kill me”; and insisted on its competency as a 
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part of the res geste. The answer was excluded, and defendant excepted. 
(This was the second exception. ) 

The witness further said: “I don’t know who fired those last two 
- ghots. I could see the blaze, but it was too dark for me to see who shot. 
Rollins did not. I caught hold of the man that Rollins had. It was 
Charles Jones. Phipps was standing near, with John Jones.” The de- 
fendant asked, “What was John Jones’s condition?” The State objected. 
The defendant stated that he expected to prove that he was very drunk, 
to contradict John Jones, to impeach his credit as a witness and as a 
circumstance corroborating defendant’s contention of self-defense. The 

answer was excluded and defendant excepted. (This was the 
(728) third exception.) 

* J. W. Bradford testified, in substance, that he was chief of po-- 
lice of Winston; that he knew the deceased, Sandy Jones, and knew his 
general sharacter: The defendant offered to prove by this witness that the 
deceased, Sandy Jones, was a man of most violent and dangerous charac- 
‘ter. The State objected. The defendant insisted on its competency, 
there having been introduced evidence going to establish self-defense, and 
further, as a circumstance going to show whether the said deceased in- 
troduced the knife into the difficulty, the evidence on this point having 
been circumstantial. The evidence was excluded, on the ground that 
it was not shown that the defendant knew deceased or his character, and 
that the evidence of the homicide is not circumstantial, and defendant 
excepted. (This was the fourth exception.) 

Among the instructions requested by the defendant Hie: following 
were refused and such refusal duly excepted to under exceptions from 
five to ten, as referred to in the opinion: 

“9, If the jury shall believe that the said John D. Jones was under 
lawful arrest and in the custody of the defendant, and that the deceased, 
Sandy Jones, and Charles Jones, either or both of them, attempted to 
rescue the said John D. Jones from such eustody, then the defendant, 
in resisting such attempt, would be protected in the use of such force 
that a jury would ordinarily consider excessive, if the defendant was 
acting in good faith and was free from malice. 

“10. If the jury believes that the said John D. Jones was under law-~ 
ful arrest, in the custody of the defendant, and that the deceased, Sandy 
Jones, or Charles Jones, both or either of them, attempted to rescue 
said John D. Jones from such custody, then the law presumes that in 
resisting such rescue the defendant acted in good faith and free from _ 
the influence of malice. 

“ti. If the jury shall believe that John D. I ones submitted 
(729) to arrest by the defendant, and submitted to remain in the custody 

of the defendant, and after the defendant and the said John D. 
Doe 
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“ 


Jones walked together for the distance of twenty or thirty yards, and if 
the jury believe that the deceased, Sandy Jones, or Charles Jones, or 
both or either of them, attempted then to rescue the said John D: Jones 
from such custody, the defendant had the power and authority to resist 
such rescue, even though the original arrest was unlawful, and to use 
such force as was necessary to prevent such rescue and escape. 

“12. If the jury shall believe that after John D. Jones was arrested 
by the defendant, the deceased, Sandy Jones, or Charles Jones, both 
or either of them, assaulted the defendant, then the defendant had the. 
power to arrest said Sandy Jones, or Charles Jones, or both of them, 
for such an assault, and to use such force as was necessary to make such 
arrests.” (This was given with a modification, providing that the arrest 
-of John D. Jones was lawful). 

The sixteenth and eighteenth prayers for instructions, which were re- 
fused, are set out in the opinion. 

The following charges were given at the request of.the State, and ex- 
cepted to by defendant: 

“1, That the killing having been admitted or proven to have been 
done with a deadly weapon, it devolves upon the prisoner to show to the 
jury facts or circumstances to mitigate or excuse the crime, and if the 
testimony does not satisfy them of the mitigating facts and circum- 
stances, then it is their duty to convict of murder.” To this the de- 
fendant excepted (Exception 11), and assigned as error that the in- 
struction not only ignores, but contradicts the principle that an officer; — 
in resisting a rescue, is presumed not to use excessive force, nor to have 
been actuated by malice: the evidence having established he was a police 
officer, within his jurisdiction and territory. 

“9, That if the jury shall find that John Jones was doing no 
more than knocking at the door of Nan White’s house, and asking (730) 
for admission, as testified to by the said John Jones, W. B. Me- 
Cullock and Charles Jones, then the court charges that the said John 
Jones was committing no offense and his arrest was illegal, and that he 
had the right to resist the arrest, and the deceased had the right to aid 
him in so doing, and that right existed as long as the arrest continued, 
and they had the right to use the necessary force to free said John Jones; 
and the killing of Sandy Jones, in resisting his attempts to free said » 
John Jones, would be murder, unless excessive force was used by the 
said Sandy, or those acting with him, and, if excessive force was so used, 
then the crime would be manslaughter.” The defendant excepted (Ex- 
ception 12), and assigned as error that his Honor erred in singling out 
and naming certain State’s witnesses, and telling the jury that if they 
believed what they said, they would find such and such a verdict, thus 
giving their testimony undue prominence and dignity, and further in- 

Doo 


IN THE SUPREME COURT [113 


STATE v. ROLLINS. 


sists that the right to resist unlawful arrest was personal to the one 
arrested, and did not extend to deceased, nor did it extend after John 
Jones had peacefully submitted. 

“3 That an officer may arrest without warrant for a Brsich of the 
peace committed in his presence, but he must, unless a known officer, 
notify the person that he is an officer and has authority, and if he fails 
to do so, especially upon demand, then the arrest is illegal and may be 
lawfully resisted by the party arrested or third persons; and the person 
making the arrest, slaying any one of those making the resistance or 
_ rescue, would be guilty of murder, unless excessive force was used by 
those resisting, and then he would be guilty of manslaughter.” The 
defendant excepted (Exception 13), and assigned for error that there 
is no evidence that defendant was not a known officer, the only evidence: 
on that question being that he had been a policeman of the town, and 

recognized as such, for more than six months; that if he were an 
(781) officer, though not known to the one arrested to be such, his said 

failure would not make an arrest illegal; and further, that the 
right to escape, even from illegal arrest, was personal to the party so ar- | 
rested, and did not extend to third persons. 

°¢4., "That where the arrest is made legally, by a lawful officer, then he 
may use the amount of fdrce necessary to prevent an escape or rescue, 
and no more, and if he uses excessive force, and death results, then he is 
guilty of manslaughter; but, if excessive force is used, and he inten- 
tionally slays the person resisting arrest or the person attempting the 
rescue, he is guilty of murder.” The defendant excepted (Exception 
14), and assigned for error that his Honor failed to tell the jury that 
wliat would be excessive force in an individual in an ordinary encounter 
would not be so in an officer resisting the escape or rescue of a prisoner; 
and further, that in using the phrase, “if excessive force is used,” his 
Honor failed to tell the jury by whom the excessive force, if used, led 
to such a conclusion, and left them to infer that, if used by any one, 
either defendant or deceased and his associates, the same conclusion fol- 
lowed, which was erroneous. 


The Attorney-General and Fuller & Fuller for the State. - 
W. A. Guthrie, Boone & Parker and J. 8. Manning for defendant. 


Crark, J. Exception 1—The question was properly ruled out. It 
would not have served to corroborate witness as to what she saw, which 
would have been competent, but only to show her belief or surmise at 
the time of the nature of the occurrence. It was simply irrelevant, and 
could throw no light upon the facts attending the homicide. There was 
no attempt to “cut off the head” of any one. That the witness thought 
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and said otherwise that night, when she saw nothing that took place, is 
immaterial. 

Hxception 2.—The question was improperly excluded. It was 
competent to show the declaration of the prisoner made at the (732) 
time as a part of the res geste and also to confirm his testimony 
of the transaction as given on the trial. While error in excluding com- 
petent testimony is cured by afterwards admitting it from the same 
witness, it is not cured by admitting another to testify to the same pur- 
port. State v. Murray, 638 N. C., 31. 

Exception §.—The third exception is well taken. John Jones, on be- 
half of the State, had testified as an eye-witness to the homicide, and had 
stated that he was not drunk when it occurred. Had this been pertinent 
only to impeach his character, his answer would have been conclusive. 
S. v. Roberts, 81 N. C., 605. But it went rather to his capacity to know 
and remember with accuracy what took place. It was error, therefore, 
to exclude proof offered to show that he was “very drunk on that occa- 
sion.” It would have served to contradict him and to impair the credit 
to be given to his evidence, and would have been somewhat corroborative 
of the prisoner’s theory of self-defense. When a witness had testified 
as an eye-witness to a transaction, it would be competent to show that 
during the occurrence he was asleep or insensible, and, of course, also 
that he was very drunk. 

Exception 4.—The evidence of the homicide was not circumstantial, 
and though the plea of self-defense was set up, it did not appear that the 
prisoner knew the character of deceased for violence. Evidence to show 
such character was, therefore, properly excluded. S. v. Turpin, 77 

N. C., 478; 8S. v. Hensley, 94 N. C., 1022. , 

Exception 5.—The 9th prayer for instruction was erroneously re- 
fused. S. v. Segman, 106 N. C., 728, 731. 

Exceptions 6 and 11,—The 10th prayer for instruction was properly 
denied. Much is left necessarily to the judgment of the officer in such 
cases, when acting in good faith and without malice. S. v. MceNinch, 
90 N. C., 695; 8S. v. Sigman, 106 N. C., 728; 8S. v. Pugh, 101 
N. C., 737. But when force so signal is used that death is caused (733) 
thereby, there is no presumption of law that the officer acted 
without malice and in good faith, 1.e., without excess of force. The — 
jury must judge of the reasonableness of the force used (S. v. Bland, 97 
N. C., 488), and the burden remains on the prisoner to show matter of 
excuse or mitigation. Good faith and the absence of malice are matters 
of defense. | 

Exception 7.—The 11th prayer for instruction was properly refused. 

Good faith and want of malice apply as to extent of force used when the 
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arrest is legal, but does not validate an illegal arrest. S. v. Hunter, 
106 N. C., 796. 8S. v. Black, 109 N. C., 856, does not apply to cases 
_ where an officer is on trial for using excessive force, nor where the trans- 
action 1s not fully completed and finished. If the arrest was invalid, 
while third parties had no right to assault the officer or také away the 
prisoner (5. v. Armistead, 106 N. C. , 639) , the officer was also guilty of 
an afiray in attempting to hold the prisoner by force against the efforts 
of himself and friends. 

Exception 8.—The 12th prayer ae instruction was properly modified 
by inserting the words, “if the arrest was lawful.” 

Hzxception 9.—The 16th prayer for instruction was, “if the circum- 
stances and facts of the homicide are left in doubt to the jury, and the 
jury are unable to say how the deceased came to his death and under 
what circumstances, the jury will render a verdict of not guilty.” This 
would be correct in passing upon the killing, if not conclusively shown 
to have been committed by the prisoner. But if the killing is proved or 
admitted to have been done by the prisoner with a deadly weapon, as in 
this case, exactly the opposite of the prayer is the settled law in this 
State. S. v. Smith, 77 N. C., 488; S. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 987. The use 
of a deadly weapon is proof of malice, for which the prisoner must show 
excuse or mitigation. 

Haception 10.—The 18th prayer was, “If there is a reason- 

1 34) able hypothesis, supported by the evidence, which is consistent 
with the prisoner’s innocence, then it is the duty of the jury to 
acquit.” This would be correct as to finding the killing to have been 
done by the prisoner when that fact is left in doubt. But when, as in 
this case, the killing by the prisoner had been established, the instruc- 
tion would be illegal as to matters of excuse or mitigation, and the 
prayer must be construed with reference to the evidence. S. v. Tilly, 
25 N. C., 424. The law is too well settled in this State to be shaken 
now that if the killing is proved or admitted, all matters of excuse or 
mitigation devolve upon the prisoner. S. v. Johnson, 48 N. C.,.266; 
8S. v. Hick, 60 N. C., 45; S. v. Haywood, 61 N. C., 876; 8. v. Wallis, 
63 N. C., 26; 8S. v. Bowman, 80 N. C., 482; 8S. v. Vann, 82 N. C., 631; 
S. v. Boone, 82 N. C., 637; S. v. Brittain, 89 N. C., 481; 8S. v. Mazon, 
. 90 N. C., 676; 8. v. Carland, 90 N. C., 668; 8. v. Gooch, 94 N. C., 987; 
S. v. Thomas, 98 N. C., 599; S. v. Byers, 100 N. C., 512, and there are 
others to same effect. The case of S. v. Maller, 112 N. C., 878, relied on 
by the prisoner, makes no change whatever in this well-established rule. 

Exception 11.—This raises the same point as Exception 6. 

Exception 12.—Is without merit. The court cannot single out a wit- 
ness or witnesses and charge the jury, that if they believe those wit- 
nesses, to find so and so. S. v. Rogers, 93 N. C., 523, and cases there 

Do6 


N.C. SEPTEMBER TERM, 1893 


STATE wv. ROLLINS. 


cited. But there is no impropriety in saying to the jury, that if they 
believe a certain state of facts, as deposed to by certain witnesses, then 
the law applicable 1s so and so, when the court, as in this case, has called 
to their attention the opposite state of facts as deposed to by other wit- 
nesses and instructed as to the law applicable thereto. This directs 
_ the jury’s attention not to the credibility of such witnesses, but as to a 
certain hypothesis or state of facts, and the reference to the witnesses 
is simply incidental to refresh them as to the evidence tending 

to show that particular state of facts. (735) 

Exception 18—There is no ground for this exception. The _ 
proposition of law was correctly stated (S. v. Kirby, 24 N. 0.,:201), and 
contained no expression of opinion that the prisoner was or was not 
a known officer. 

Exception 14.—Is not well grounded. The prisoner has no cause to 
complain of the instruction. If so requested, the judge might have told 
the jury that what would be excessive force in an individual in an ord- 
nary encounter, might not be so in an officer resisting the escape or res- 
cue of prisoner. S. v. McNinch and 8. v. Sigman, supra. But the 
omission was not error when the instruction was not asked. Nor is the 
officer clothed with authority to judge arbitrarily of the necessity for 
killing. It must be left to the jury to judge of the necessity in each case. 
S. v. Bland, 97 N. C., 488. Nor do we think that this instruction is 
open to the charge of ambiguity, pointed out by the exception. 

Error, 


Cited: S. v. Fuller, 114 N. C., 906; S. v. Fenley, 118 N. C., 1172; ¥. 
v, Neal, 120 N. C., 620; S. v. Byrd, 121 N. C., 686, 688; S. v. Rhyne, 
124 N. C., 857; 8. v. Clark, 184 N. C., 707, 714; 8S. v. Hxum, 188 N.C., 
608, 610, 611; 8. v. Watkins, 159'N. C., 485; S. v. Blackwell, 162 N. C., 
680; 8S. v. Rogers, 166 N. C., 390; 8. v. Martin, 173 N. C., 809; 8. v. 
Hines, 179 N. C., 759. 
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PORTRAIT OF JUDGE WILLIAM GASTON 


PRESENTED TO THE SUPREME COURT ON 14 DECEMBER, 1893 


Myr. Fasrus H. Busses, addressing the Court, said: 

To every loyal North Carolinian, layman or lawyer, it is a cause for 
sincere congratulation that the walls of its Supreme Court room are 
being rapidly filled with the portraits of the learned and sagacious men 
who laid deep the foundations, and wisely built the superstructure of 
our jurisprudence. 

North Carolina owes an incalculable debt to its judiciary. Beguiled 
by pardonable State pride, we are sometimes prone to overestimate the 
relative importance of our State in the roll of American Common- 
wealths. But we can make no mistake in asserting the great value of 
her contribution to the complex system of American law. In spite of 
the fact that the State has never had a large town, that her commerce, 
trade and manufactures have been of comparatively small importance, 
and that, in consequence, her litigation, for the most part, has been 
based upon controversies concerning land or involving small amounts, 
yet the influence of her earlier judges is strongly marked in the general 
current of American decisions. With the enormous increase in the 
population, wealth, trade and industries of the newer. States, almost 
magical in rapidity of their growth, many of them blessed with Jearned 
and industrious appellate tribunals, it is impossible for the older States 
to maintain their comparative influence, although the learning and 
character of their judges show no abatement. When we seek the foun- | 
tain-head of the principles now firmly established as the system of 

American law, to trace the earlier application of the doctrines 
(788) of the English common law. to the strange conditions and pe- 

culiar environments of a new republic, or rather new system of 
republics, based upon written constitutions, along with New Hamp- 
shire and Massachusetts, New York and Pennsylvania, we find every- 
where marks of the current of North Carolina decisions. There were 
no legal pioneers more fearless and conservative than our older judges 
in blazing the pathways through the virgin forests or breaking the un- 
trodden snow in the new fields of judicial inquiry. 

At a time when the Supreme Court of North Carolina reached per- 
haps its highest point of influence and usefulness, the honored name of 
William Gaston shines bright upon the pages which record its work. 
Unlike the large majority of the judges who constituted the Court he had 
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no preliminary training as a judge in the nisi prius courts, yet in the 
extent and variety of his labors as a lawyer he excelled them all. For 
thirty-five years he was in the constant practice of his profession. He 
attended the courts of a large circuit; he was familiar with the inner 
lives of the people, and studied human nature as faithfully and success- 
fully as he did the law. From the white heat of conflict at the bar, in 
the acme of his powers, he was called to the serener atmosphere of the 
Bench. The zealous and successful advocate was merged into the im- 
partial judge. 

The recent publication in a contemporary ieee magazine of an ad- 
mirable sketch of Judge Gaston, written by a learned Justice of this 
Court,* renders it unnecessary for me to dwell upon the details of his 
life. We recall with moistened eye the striking tragedy of his infant 
days, when his father, the skilled English surgeon, who had warmly 
espoused the cause of the struggling colonies, in the frail, rocking canoe 
fell mortally wounded at the feet of his heroic wife, the victim of the 
craven bullet of a Tory neighbor which baptized with: the red libation of 
his martyr blood the head of the prattling child. His boyhood gave evi- 
dence of great promise. He worshipped his mother and his marked 
success at school was largely caused by his desire to gratify her. (739) 
He was the first student to enter at the Catholic College of George- 
town, and one of the most notable buildings of that renowned institu- 
tion bears his name. He graduated from the College of New Jersey at 
Princeton, and, after studying law in New Bern with Francis Xavier 
Martin, the eminent jurist, soon entered upon the practice. Huis success 
in the fields, both of law and politics, was immediate and pronounced. 
Of noble and engaging presence, most attractively modest in his de- 
meanor, frank and cordial, of accurate and elegant diction, he soon won 
his way to every heart. By nature, he was born to persuade and to con- 


vince. 
“Some there are 

Who, on the tip of their persuasive tongue, 

Carry all arguments and questions deep, 
And replication prompt and reason strong, 

To make the weeper smile, the laugher weep. 
They have the dialect and different skill, 

- Catching all passions in their craft of will, 

That in the general bosom they do reign, 
Of young and old, and either sex enchain.” 


He was.soon sent to the General Assembly as a member of the State 
Senate, and afterwards as a representative of the borough town of New 
Bern. At a subsequent session he became Speaker of the House of Com- 
mons, which office he held with great acceptability for several terms. 


*Justice Walter Clark, in The Green Bag. 
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In 1813 he was a member of Congress from the New Bern District, 
and in 1815 was reélected for a second term. The impression made upon 
his contemporaries during his service in that body yet remains, and his 
published speeches show how well deserved was his reputation. He be- 
came the life-long friend of Webster and Clay, and both were his warm 
admirers. The House of Representatives had not at that time lost its 
character as a deliberative body, and its membership was not so un- 
wieldy as to make length of service a prerequisite to success. In one 

respect his experience in Washington was in marked contrast to 
(740) the present conditions surrounding official life. In his argument 
before the Convention of 1835, upon the subject of biennial ses- 

sions of the Legislature, Judge Gaston wittily said: 

“When he looked around him, and noticed the zeal and meanness 
-with which the Federal offices of every kind were courted and solicited, 
and recollected the stern integrity which used to prevail in this respect, 
‘he was humbled and alarmed—humbled at the change of manners in 
‘his honest State, and alarmed at the subserviency to power which it 
‘must generate. In old times, application for office from North Caro- 
‘lina was an extraordinary occurrence. During the four years which he 
spent in Congress but one application was made to him on the subject, 
and that came from perhaps the most despicable of his constituents. The 
‘letter ran somewhat in this fashion: ‘T and my friends have constantly 
supported you. The times are hard and I want a post.. I don’t much 
care what post it is, so that it has a good salary attached to it.’ It is 
needless (said Mr. Gaston) to state my answer, but I was strongly 
’ tempted to inform him that there was but one post for which I could 
-recommend him-—and that was the whipping-post.” 

From the day he left Congress, in 1817, until he entered upon his 
duties:as Judge of the Supreme Court, in 1833, he maintained his posi- 
tion as the leader of the bar in the State, challenged, perhaps, as the 
years passed on, by the almost invincible Badger. | | 
' An examination of the reports of that epoch shows how singularly 
small was the number of lawyers whose names appear in the records of 
the Supreme Court. In 12 N. C., although in an unusually large num- 
‘ber of cases there was no representation by counsel, Mr. Gaston appeared 
in forty-five cases, and Mr. Badger in perhaps as many. ‘The other 
‘leading counsel whose names appear frequently in that volume are 
Nash, Hogg, Wilson and Devereux. In 1883 he was elected by the 

General Assembly a Judge of the Supreme Court to succeed 
(741) Chief Justice Henderson, and he continued a member of the — 
Court until his sudden death 20 January, 1844. His first opinion 
appears in 15 N. C., and his last opinion, clear and conclusive, is Mor- 
risey v. Love, 26 N. 0; 38. It would hardly be deemed appropriate in . 
-this connection to enter into a critical comparative review of the opin- 
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ions of Judge Gaston as found in the Reports. Coming directly to the 
Bench from active practice, we can sometimes see the traces of the warm 
language of the advocate, controlled by the impartial justice of the 
judge. His classical training and his familiarity with the best models 
- of English literature lend a singular grace to his opinions. His facility 
of phrasing sometimes tempts him into longer discussions than. was usual 


among his contemporaries. As a Chancellor his desire always seems to | 


be to strike at the real merits and justice of the case, and noticeably, and 
ever and always, he is the upholder of the weak against the strong. In 
this there is no trace of any effort to “catch the ear of the groundlings,” 
there is no seeking after popularity, but there is the unmistakable evi- 
dence of a man in whose heart there always abides the tenderest com- 
passion for any human being in weakness or distress. 

It is difficult for the present generations fully to appreciate the merits 


and the courage of the opinion in S. v. Will, 18 N. C., 121. We must 


fully realize in our minds the condition of a slave-holding people. The 
fear of negro insurrection always vaguely apprehended, and ever and 
anon becoming an imminent danger or a dread reality, the necessity 
upon the part of those who administered the law to relax no proper rule 
of restraint, and at the same time the equal necessity of imposing some 


check upon the brutality of cruel masters or reckless overseers, the sensi- 


tiveness of the public mind upon the subject in its political as well as 
in its legal and social aspects, combined to render the task of laying 
down the law in this case one of extreme delicacy. The inherent 

evils of slavery, which it were worse than folly to deny, were fully (742) 
understood by this humane slave-holder, and it was his high 

mission and earnest desire to mitigate every remediable hardship. This 
great opinion of Judge Gaston, in its clear analysis of the respective 
legal rights and duties of master and slave, its condemnation of the bru- 
tality too often shown towards the helpless, its sublime compassion for 


the hunted and terrified slave, sounded the keynote that never ceased 


to ring in North Carolina jurisprudence. A single quotation may be 
pardoned : 
“An attempt to take a slave’s life is then an attempt to commit a 


grievous crime and may rightly be resisted. But what emotions of ter- 


ror, of resentment, may without the imputation of fiendlike malignity 


-. be excited in a poor slave by cruelty from his master that does not 


immediately menace death, that case neither determines nor professes 
to determine. In the absence then of all precedents. directly i in point or 
strikingly analogous, the question recurs, if the passions of the slave be 
excited into unlawful violence by the inhumanity of his master or tem- 


porary owner, or one clothed with the master’s authority, is it a conclu- 


sion of law that such passions must spring from malice? Unless I see 
my way clear as a sunbeam, I cannot believe that this is the law of -a 
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civilized people and of a Christian land. I will not presume an arbi- 
trary and inflexible rule so sanguinary in its character and so repugnant 
to the spirit of those holy statutes which ‘rejoice the heart, enlighten 
the eyés, and are true and righteous altogether.’ ” 

If time permitted, it would be a pleasant duty to gather from the well- | 
laden branches samples of the fruits of his labors in this Court, but I 
am speaking to those whose lives are spent in daily communion with 
the emanations of his genius, and to whom I can suggest nothing that 
is novel. While a member of this Court he was tendered the office of 
United States Senator, which, without hesitation, he declined as being 
inferior in dignity and usefulness to the office he then filled. | 

In 1835 he was a member of the Constitutional Convention, and 
(743) to him, more than any other man, is due the credit for the re- 
forms instituted by that body. In the struggle of the western 
counties for equal representation in the halls of legislation, he listened 
not to the dictates of sectional interests, but advocated a just considera- 
tion of the claims of the West. He was the impassioned defender of 
civil and religious liberty, and his great argument in behalf of religious 
toleration will always remain a North Carolina classic. In that speech, 
with simple pathos, he declares his faith: 

“Tt will be enough for me to say, that trained from infaney to wor- 
ship God according to the usages, and carefully instructed in the creed 
of the most ancient and numerous society of Christians in the world, 
after arrival at mature age I deliberately embraced, from conviction, 
the faith which had been early instilled into my mind by maternal piety. 
Without, as I trust, offensive ostentation, I have felt myself bound out-. 
wardly to profess what I inwardly believe, and am therefore an avowed, 
though unworthy member of the Roman Catholic Church.” 

I trust I may be pardoned for quoting from the same source his sub- 
lime advocacy of religious toleration : 

“Religion is exclusively an affair between man aa his God. If there 
be any subject upon which the interference of human power is more for- 
bidden than all others, 1t is on religion. Born of Faith, nurtured by 
Hope, invigorated by Charity—looking for its rewards in the world be-- 
yond the grave—it is of Heaven, heavenly. The evidence upon which 
it is founded, and the sanctions by which it is upheld, are addressed 
solely to the understanding and the purified affections. Even He, from 
whom cometh every pure and perfect gift, and to whom religion is di- 
rected as its author, its end and its exceedingly great reward, imposes 
no coercion on His children. They believe, or doubt, or reject accord- 
ing to the impressions which the testimony of revealed truth makes upon 
.their minds. He causes His sun to shine alike on the believer and the 

unbeliever, and His dews to fertilize equally the soil of the ortho- 
(744) dox and ine heretic.” 
p42 
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In the sacred privacy of his family he was singularly attrac- 
tive, and deeply beloved by all who came within the sphere of his in- 
fluence. His buoyant and almost boyish cheerfulness rendered him the 
life of the home circle, the unfailing delight of children, the kindly 
mentor of youth; the comrade and friend of older years. My grand- 
mother from her earliest childhood, was an inmate of the family and 
an adopted daughter of Chief Justice Taylor, his brother-in-law. Much 
of Judge Gaston's time was spent at her fireside, and his last summons 
came to him at her house. My own boyhood was passed in the daily 
hearing of his name, his sayings and familiar anecdotes concerning him. 
To those who loved him it was not as the incorruptible statesman, the 
learned jurist, the honored patriot that he was chiefly remembered, but 
as the loving “Uncle” and faithful friend. | 

The name of Gaston is no longer borne by any lineal descendant. His 
only son, Alexander, who was, with him, a member of the Convention 
of 1835, representing Hyde County, afterwards removed to Yancey 
County and lived there up to the time of his death. The sons of Alex- 
ander, the last males to bear that honored name, both fell in baitle, 
each destined by a sad coincidence to die in his first engagement. Wil- 
liam, a graduate of West Point of unusual promise, fell in Colonel Step- 
toe’s ill-starred Oregon campaign against the Indians in 1858. Hugh, 
though physically unfitted for the field, could not remain inactive in the 
days when North Carolina called her sons to arms, and was mortally 
wounded at Sharpsburg (Antietam). The daughters of Judge Gaston 
were Susan, the wife of Robert Donaldson, of New York; Eliza, the 
. wife of Mr. ‘Graham, of Maryland; Hannah, who married J uae M only, 
of the Supreme Court of N. C.; and Kate, who died unmarried. 

It is my pleasant mission, representing the granddaughters of the 
distinguished jurist, Miss Eliza Donaldson and her sister, Mrs. Bronson, 

to ask the Court to receive this portrait of their revered grand- 
father. Itis a copy of Brown’s painting, made by an artist who (745) 
was reared upon the premises where Gaston died. 

When North Carolina, awakened at last to a sense of her duty un- 
performed, shall place in the National Valhalla, the Statuary Hall at 
Washington, the statues of her two most illustrious dead, it requires no 
prophet to foretell that one will bear the lofty brow and classic face 
of her beloved son, the patriot, the statesman, the scholar and the jurist, 
William Gaston. 


Chief Justice Shepherd, responding for the Court, said: 
We have listened with much pleasure to the eloquent remarks of Mr. 
Busbee on the life and character of one who is so justly and universally 
esteemed as a great and good man. The name of Judge Gaston excites 
the admiration and pride of every North Carolinian, and he is con- 
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stantly held up to our youth as an exemplar of all that is pure as a 
private citizen, able and patriotic as a statesman, and elevated and 
learned as a jurist. He occupies such a prominent place in the political 
and judicial history of this State, that it would be a work of supereroga- 
tion to attempt to add anything to what has already been said. While 
his political services to the country were great, it is but natural that we 
should regard his opinions while a member of this Court as constitut- 
ing his most enduring memorial. Elegant in diction,.replete with learn- 
ing, and characterized by great accuracy of statement and strong logical 
expression, they never fail to interest and instruct, as well as to inspire 
us, we trust, with a proper sense of the responsibility and dignity of the 
legal profession and of high judicial position. 

We are gratified to receive the portrait of this distinguished Jurist, 
and cheerfully direct that it be hung in an appropriate place on the 
walls of this chamber. 
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ACCOMPLICE. 


The unsupported testimony of an accomplice, if it produces entire belief 
of the prisoner’s guilt, is sufficient to warrant a conviction, and the 
usual direction to a jury not to convict upon it, unless supported by 
other testimony, is only a precautionary measure to prevent improper 
confidence being reposed in it, and the propriety of giving this caution 
must be left to the diseretion of the trial judge. S. v. Barber, 711. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT, OR NEW PROMISE. 


The words “I propose to settle,” written in answer to a letter demanding 
payment of a note barred by the lapse of time, amount to an ac- 
knowledgment or new promise sufficient to take the case out of the 
operation of -the statute of limitations. Taylor v. Miller, 340. 

ACTIONS. | - 

Distinction between civil and criminal actions, in respect to trial judge’s 

power to direct the verdict, noted and discussed, 8S. v. Riley, 648. 


ACTION FOR DAMAGES, 203, 558, 566, 610. 


1. Where one violates his contract he is liable only for such damages as 
are caused by the breach, or such, as being incident to the act of 
omission or commission, as a natural consequence thereof, may rea- 
sonably be presumed to have been in the contemplation of the parties 
when the contract was made. Spencer v. Hamilton, 49. 


2. Where, upon the trial of an action to recover rent, in which the defend- © 
ant set up a counterclaim for damages caused by plaintiff’s breach 
of contract, it appeared that, as a part of the contract of leasing the 
land, the lessor had agreed to have certain ditches cleared out, and 
by reason of his failure to do so the land was flooded and the crop 
lessened, evidence as to the effect which such failure had upon the 
crop, and to what extent it was damaged thereby, was competent as 
affording a basis to the jury for the measurement of the damages 
sustained by the defendant by the breach of contract. Ibid. 


3. In delivering property to a defendant, when seized in claim and delivery 
proceedings, without taking a proper undertaking and requiring the 
same to be justified, a sheriff becomes liable as a surety thereon. 
Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


4. In such case the measure of liability is the delivery of the property to 
the plaintiff (if such delivery be adjudged), with damages for its 
deterioration, or (failing delivery) the value of the property, and to 
subject the sheriff as surety it is necessary to show that execution 
has been returned unsatisfied. Ibid. . . 

5. Where plaintiff, in an action against a sheriff to recover damages for 
his failure to take a proper undertaking for the return of property 
seized by him at the instance of plaintiff and adjudged to be returned, 
failed to show that execution issued for the property and against the 
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ACTION FOR DAMAGES—Continued. 


sureties on the undertaking had been returned unsatisfied, he failed 
to show, and cannot recover, actual damages against such sheriff. 
Ibid. : 


ACTION ON SEALED NOTE. 


The lapse of three years between the maturity of or the last payment on 
a sealed note and the commencement of suit thereon is a bar to the 
action as against a surety thereon. Redmond v. Pippin, 90. 


ACTION ON GUARDIAN BOND. 


1. In an action on a guardian bond executed before August, 1868, in which 
a referee has been ordered to state an account, the guardian is a 
competent witness. Coggins v. Flythe, 102. 


2, The sworn returns of a guardian are admissible, in a proceeding before 
a referee to state an account of the guardianship, in corroboration 
of the besiainony of such guardian. J bid. 


3. Where the inventory and account of sales by an administrator, show- 
ing assets, are followed by a sworn statement of disbursements, ac- 
companied by vouchers, such statement is prima facie correct, and 
the burden of showing that the assets have not been duly admin- 
istered is upon him who alleges that fact. ‘Therefore, in an action 
on a guardian bond, in which the plaintiff sought to hold the guardian 
liable for failure to collect moneys alleged to be due from an admin- 
istrator of an estate in which the ward was interested, it appeared 
that the administrator, now deceased, had filed his account in 1866, 
which had been audited by the clerk: Held, that the burden of show- 
ing that the administrator did not apply the assets of the estate for 
its benefit rested upon the plaintiff. Jbid. 


ACTION FOR RECOVERY OF LAND. 


1. The doctrine of estoppel, which prevents a tenant from denying his 
landiord’s title to the leased premises, applies not only to those cases 
where the landlord himself, having possession, delivers up that pos- 
session to the tenant, but also to those where one, being already in 
possession of land, agrees to assume the relation of tenant towards 
another who asserts title thereto, provided such agreement is not 
induced by fraud or mistake. Dizon v. Stewart, 410. — 


2. Inasmuch as the doctrine of estoppel, as applicable to tenant in posses- 

sion, goes no further than to require the tenant to first surrender his 

. possession before denying title of his landlord, it is recommended as 

important in cases where recovery of land is had under this doctrine, 

that the record should show the ground of the recovery, so that the 

judgment will not work another and more effective estoppel on the 
defendant. Jbdid. 


8. An action for the possession of land is conclusive as to title only when 
an issue involving title is raised and passed on by the jury. Ladd v. 
Byrd, 466. | 

4, Where, in an action to recover possession of land, a homestead right 
is shown to have existed, the burden is on the plaintiff to show that 
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ACTION FOR RECOVERY OF LAND—Continued. 


it has terminated, not only by the death of the homesteader, but also 
by the arrival at full age of his youngest child. Jbid. 


5. Where plaintiffs, in an action to recover land, failed to establish title 
to the whole tract, but only showed that they were the owners of 
two-thirds, and did not show who was the owner of the one-third 
claimed by the defendant, so as to entitle them to judgment in behalf 
of their cotenant, if he should be some one other than defendant, the 
plaintiffs were entitled only to judgment for a two-thirds undivided 
interest in the land. Lenoir v. Mining Co., 518. . 


ACTION TO RECOVER CROPS. 


1. The Superior Court has jurisdiction of an action not based on con- 
tract, but for the recovery of property alleged to exceed $50 in value, 
and if the value is less than $50 the Superior Court has concurrent 

‘ jurisdiction with a justice of the peace. (The Code, sec. 887.) 
Crinkley v. Egerton, 142. 

2. In an action for the recovery of crops, and for the value of part of the 
same alleged to have been wrongfully converted by the defendant, 
instituted by plaintiff, who had advaneed supplies to the maker of 
the crops, against defendant, who claimed such crops as landlord 
(which relation was denied by plaintiff), a motion to dismiss the 
action, on the ground that the defendant, being entitled as landlord 
to the possession of the crops, no action would lie against him, was 
properly refused; for, aside from the controversy as to the defend- 

‘ ant’s relation as landlord, he would be liable, if landlord, to account 
to plaintiff for the value of the crops in excess of his lien. Ibid. 


ADMINISTRATION. 


1. A husband has a right to administer the estate of his deceased wife, 
whether she die intestate (The Code, see. 1376). or leave a will with- 
out naming an executor. (The Code, sec. 2166.) In re Meyers, 545. 


2. A husband, having a prior right to administer, may transfer that right 
to another by appointment, or may cause another to be associated 
with him in the administration, and this right, and the power and 
duty of the clerk to make such appointments, are not affected by the 
filing and probating in common form of a writing purporting to be 
the will of the wife, for the duties and responsibilities of the admin- 
istrators are not changed by the fact that a will has been or may be 
probated which will guide them in their administration after the pay- 
ment of debts, ete. Being subject to the orders of the clerk touching 
the administration, they must obey, and if guilty of misconduct they 
may be removed. Jbid. , | 

3. Where a husband and chosen associate were appointed administrators 
of the estate of the deceased wife of the former they should not have 
been ousted by the clerk for the reason that, at the time the appoint- 
ment was made, a writing purporting to be a will was on record and 
an issue devisavit vel non was pending. Ibid. 


ADMINISTRATORS AND EXECUTORS. 


1. Section 158 (2) of The Code, prescribing seven years after the quali- 
fication of the executor or administrator as the time within which a 
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ADMINISTRATORS AND EXECUTORS—-Continued. 


creditor of a deceased person shall bring his action, does not put a 
stop to the operation of the three years statute which has begun to 
run; therefore, where the statute began to run in favor of a surety 
on 283 March, 1888, the surety died on 6 June, 1889, and his executrix 
qualified on 8 June, 1889, an action commenced on 5 April, 1892, was 
barred as to such surety. Redmond v. Pippin, 90. 


2. Section 153 (2) applies to action against a personal or real representa- 
tive instituted to compel the performance of some duty incumbent 
on the representative, such as the sale of land for assets, and not to 
‘actions brought simply to ascertain the debt and reduce it to judg- 
ment. Jbid. 


8. Where the inventory and account of sales by an administrator, showing 
assets, are followed by a sworn statement of disbursements, accom- 
panied by vouchers, such statement is prima facie correct, and the 
burden of showing that the assets have not been duly administered 
is upon him who alleges that fact. Therefore, in an action on a 
guardian bond, in which the plaintiff sought to hold the guardian 
liable for failure to collect moneys alleged to be due from an admin- 
istrator of an estate in which the ward was interested, it appeared 
that the administrator, now deceased, had filed his account in 1866, 
which had been audited by the clerk: Held, that the burden of show- 
ing that the administrator did not apply the assets of the estate to its 
benefit rested upon the plaintiff. Coggins v. Flythe, 102. — 


4, Where an administrator received money in 1862, 1863, and 1864—a 
large proportion thereof in January, 1862—and paid debts of the 
intestate in 1862, 1863, 1864, and 1865, it was proper to apply to the 
balance on hand at the close of the war the scale of Confederate cur- 
renecy of January, 1863, being an average, instead of applying to each 
item of debit and credit the scale fixed for the respective dates 
thereof. Jbid. . 


5. Where there is no evidence that an administrator appropriated to his 
own use the funds of his intestate he is not chargeable with interest 
on receipts. Ibid. . 


6. Where the account and vouchers of an administrator showed disburse- 
ments from time to time during the period of administration, it is to 
be presumed, in the absence of proof to the contrary, that the money 
was paid out as it was received. TJbid. 


7. During the war an administrator paid with Confederate currency cer- 
tain simple contract debts, instead of debts of higher dignity, which 
were charges on the land of decedent, and by emancipation the estate | 
of decedent became insolvent, so that the land had to be sold: Held, 
that in view of the general financial disturbances of the period, and - 
the unwillingness of holders of debts generally to accept payment in 

Confederate money, the guardian of the children of decedent is not 
liable on his bond for failure to bring an action against the adminis- 
trator as for a devastavit. Ibid. 


8. Incompetency of a witness, under section 590 of The Code, attaches only 
to the surviving party to the transaction, and in an action on a bond, 
plaintiff administrator of a deceased person is competent to prove 
the execution by the defendant of the bond. Williams v. Cooper, 286. 


548 


INDEX 


ADMINISTRATORS AND EXECUTORS—Continued. 


9. Where a plaintiff, administrator and distributee of a deceased person, 
testified only to the execution of the bond, this did not confer upon 
the defendant the right to testify as to payments made by him on the 
bond, nor to cross-examine the plaintiff administrator in regard to 
such alleged payments. Ibid. 


10. Unlike one of two or more executors, one administrator has not the 
power, without the consent of his associate, to make a sale or to com- 
promise a debt due his intestate. Jordan v. Spiers, 344. 


11. Where one administrator, without the knowledge or consent of his co- 
administrator, agreed to compromise a suit for the possession of land 
and foreclosure of a mortgage, wherein R. had become surety on an 
undertaking given by the mortgagor (under section 237 of The Code) 
to secure the rents, etc, which agreement included an indulgence 
for a definite time, and no positive act of affirmation or adoption 

by the coadministrator of the agreement was shown: H eld, that ‘the 
surety was not released. Ibid. 


-ADMISSION OF PRISONER, 624. 


The fact that an officer pointed his pistol at the accused to effect his 
arrest, advising him to give up, does not render incompetent. the sub- 
sequent admissions. of the prisoner, especially since no threats or 
promises were made to induce them, and the conduct of the prisoner 
showed that he had no actual fear of violence. 8S. v. DeGraff, 688. 


ADVERSE POSSESSION, 513. 


1. A description of land in a deed as “the tract left me by my late grand- 
father, M. P., adjoining the lands of H. and 8S. and others, containing 
180 acres,” suggesting, as it does, the possibility of identifying it by 
extrinsic proof of the fact that the ancestor had left it, that it 
adjoined the lands of the persons named, ete, is not void for uncer- 
tainty. Walker v. Moses, 527. 


2. The State is deemed to have surrendered its right where it permits an 
adverse occupation of land under colorable title without interruption 
for twenty-one years, and a title vests in the occupant which can only 
be divested by a subsequent adverse possession by another till his 
right in turn ripens in the same way. Ibid. 


8. Where an occupant of land has entered and holds under title derived 
mediately or immediately through conveyances from a portion of the 
tenants in common, to whom the land had passed by descent or pur- 
chase, although professing to convey the whole interest in the land, 
a possession for less than twenty years will not raise the presumption 
that the cotenant who did not join in the deed has been evicted, for 
one tenant in common cannot thus make the possession adverse to his 
cotenant. Ferguson v. Wright, 537. 


AFFRAY. 

An affray being a mutual fighting, and an indictment therefor being 
against each person, One may be convicted and the other acquitted, 
or one may be convicted of an assault with a deadly weapon and the 
other of a simple assault. 8S. v. Albertson, 635. 
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AGENCY. | 


J. & W., contractors for Roper Company, were in the habit of paying off 
their workmen with orders on one B., who would pay the same and 
charge them up to Roper Company. Books of blank orders were fur- 
“nished J. & W. by Roper Company. In an action against Roper Com- 
pany by an assignee of one of such orders which was unaccepted, it 
was error to instruct the jury that defendant was liable if the plain- 
tiff had been moved to take an assignment of the order because of 
his knowledge that such orders had always theretofore been paid by 
the drawee acting as agent for the defendant, and that defendant had 
furnished to J. & W. a book of such blank orders to be filled in and 
signed by J. & W. Marriner v. Roper Co., 52. 


AGENT. 


It is competent for a party to testify in regard to transactions that took 
place between himself and an agent of the defendant within the scope 
of his agency, and also to the declarations of the agent as a part of 
those transactions, and this is so notwithstanding the agent be dead. . 
Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


AGRICULTURAL LIEN, 


1. In an action for the recovery of crops, and for the value of part of the 
same alleged to have been wrongfully converted by the defendant, 
instituted by plaintiff, who had advanced supplies to the maker of 
the crops, against defendant, who claimed sueh crops as landlord 
(which relation was denied by plaintiff), a motion to dismiss the 
action on the ground that the defendant, being entitled as landlord 
to the possession of the crops, no action would lie against him, was 
properly refused; for, aside from the controversy as.to the defend- 
ant’s relation as landlord, he would be liable, if landlord, to account 
to plaintiff for the value of the crops in excess of his lien. Crinkley 
v. Hgerton, 142. - 


2. An instrument giving a lien upon crops raised “upon Opossum Quarter 
tract of land in Warren County, known as the tract M. W. is buying 
from Egerton, or any other lands he may cultivate during the present 
year,” sufficiently described the lands upon which the crops were to 
be raised, and was effective as to the crops raised on the land de- 
seribed, but void as to those raised on ‘‘any other lands.” Jbid. 


3. A power of sale upon default in paying advances, inserted in an instru- 
ment giving a lien upon crops, does not invalidate the instrument, 
though prescribing a different remedy from that allowed by the 
statute. Ibid. 


AGREEMENT TO COMPROMISE A DEBT, WHEN VOID. 


When a creditor, at the solicitation of a debtor, agrees to enter into a 
compromise, provided the other creditors will also do go, nothing 
less than the strictest compliance with the terms of the proposed 
composition on the part of the debtor, and on the part of the other 
creditors also, can bind him, and any preference of one creditor over 
another, whether it relates to the amount to be paid him, the time 
of payment, or the manner of securing the prompt payment, taints 
the whole contract and renders it void. Guano Co. v. Emery, 85. 
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ALIENATION, RESTRAINTS UPON. 


A provision in a deed that the grantor shall not sell the property during 
her life is repugnant to the grant and in contravention of the prin- 
ciple of public policy which forbids unreasonable restrictions upon 
the right of alienation. Pritchard v. Bailey, 521. 


ALIEN RESIDENT. 

A suit pending in a court of this State between a citizen of this State and 
an alien resident in this State is not removable under the act of 
Congress relating to the removal of causes. Rooker v. Crinkley, 73, 


ALIMONY. 


1. The fact that a notice of a motion for alimony pendente lite, duly served 
upon the defendant, did not specify the time of hearing, will not 
invalidate the order allowing the same, it having been heard at a 
term of court at which the cause stood regularly for trial. Zimmer- 
man v. Zimmerman, 482. 


2. Application for alimony can be made by a motion in the cause, and a 
defendant is fixed with notice thereof. It is only when made out of 
term that a notice is necessary. Jbid. 


8. The requirement of section 1291 of The Code that, in application for 
alimony, the judge shall find such allegations of the complaint to be 
true as will entitle the plaintiff to the order, applies only when such 
allegations are controverted, since, by that section, the defendant 
has the right to controvert the same, and it is sufficient if the judge 
find that no answer was filed and adjudge the alimony to be paid. 
I otd. 


AMENDMENT. 


1. Where the effect of an amendment to a complaint, asked for on the 
trial of an action, is neither to assert a cause of action wholly differ- 
ent from that set out in the original complaint, nor to change the 
subject-matter of the action, it is not improper to allow it to be 
made even after the plaintiff’s evidence has been introduced. King 
». Dudley, 167. 

2, A justice of the peace has power to amend any warrant, process, plead- 
ing or proceeding in any action pending before him, either civil or 
criminal, either in form or substance. Cox v. Grisham, 279. 

38. Where an issue involved by the pleadings was not tendered, and the 
issues submitted were not objected to on the trial, a party in such 
default cannot complain of the a of his own neglect. 
Maxwell v. Meclver, 288. 


4. The allowance of an amendment to pleadings is within the discretion 
of the trial judge, and a refusal is not subject to review. Jbid. 


5. It is within the discretion of a trial judge to permit an amendment of 
the pleadings on the trial when such amendment does not change the 
character of the action. Ailen v. McLendon, 321. 

G. A sheriff may amend his return of process so as to make it speak cor- 
rectly, even after suit brought for the penalty imposed for a false 
return, and such amendment defeats the plaintiff's right to recover 
such penalty. Stealman v. Greenwood, 355. 
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7. Although a summons be informal in some respects, or even defective 
in failing to contain everything requisite under the statute, yet if it 
bears internal evidence of its official origin and of the purpose for 
which it was issued, its informality and defects may be cured by 
amendment, but where it is not signed or does not bear a seal, or 
otherwise show its official character, it is nothing more than a blank, 
and a judge has no authority to permit it to be amended. Redmond 
». Mullenag, 505. \ 


8. Where a sheriff, in making his return on a writ and list of special | 
yenire, indorsed thereon, “Received 25 October, 1898; executed 30 
October, 1893, by summoning one bundred and fifty men,” it was 
within the discretion of the court, at the term to which the writ was 
returnable, to permit an amendment of the return so as to show those 
of the list furnished him by the clerk who were actually summoned, 
and those not summoned, with the reasons why they were not. 8S. v. 
Whitt, T16. 


APPEAL. 


1. When a judgment of the Superior Court was affirmed on appeal, an 
entry on the docket of the Superior Court, “Judgment as per tran- 
script filed from the Supreme Court,” was sufficient and a termina- 
tion of the action. The former judgment having been merely sus- 
pended, and not vacated by the appeal, the affirmation by the Supreme 
Court ended the suspension, and the office of the last judgment was 
simply formal, to direct the execution tG proceed and to carry the 
costs subsequently accrued. Bond v. Wool, 20. 


2. An appeal from a judgment of a justice of the peace rendered more 
than ten days before. the next ensuing term of the Superior Court 
should be docketed at that term, and an attempted docketing at a 
subsequent term is a nullity. In such case the court properly held 
that the appeal was not in the Superior Court, and that plaintiff, 
appellant, could not take a nonsuit. Davenport v. Grissom, 388. 


3. Although where an appeal from a justice of the peace is regularly 
docketed in due time in the Superior Court, and proper notice of the 
appeal has not been given, a judge may, in his discretion, permit 
notice of appeal to be then given, yet he has no discretion to revive 
an appeal lost by delay and to permit the same to be docketed at a 
subsequent term to the one to which it should have been returned. 


Ibid. 


4, The power given by chapter 443 of the act of 1889 to the appellee to 
docket a case at the first term of the Superior Court, if the appellant 
does not, and to have the judgment affirmed, is a privilege granted 
to the appellee only, and the appellant can draw no argument against 
appellee from his failure to use it. Jbid. 


5. Where an appeal has been pending for several years, and this Court 
is evenly divided (one of the judges not sitting), the uniform practice 
of appellate courts in such cases will be followed, and the judgment 
below will be affirmed and the appellant required to pay the costs. 
Durham v. R. R., 240. 
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6. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


A disputed question, as to whether there has been service, in time, of 
a case on appeal, should be submitted to the court below to find the 
facts. Cummings v. Hoffman, 207. 


. Unless service of a case on appeal is accepted, it must be made by an- 


ofticer; an alleged service by an attorney is nugatory. Jdid. 


. Although no legal case on appeal accompanies the record in this Court, 


the appeal will not be dismissed, but the judgment below will be 
affirmed, unless error appear on the face of the record. Jbid. 


. Where the record shows an entry of appeal and the service of notice 


within proper time, the appeal being in itself an exception to the 
judgment, error on the face of the record will be noted in this Court. 
bid. 


Where a case was remanded from this Court at Spring Term, 1892, 
to the end that appellant might have a lost record supplied by proper 
proceedings in the court below, which has not been done, and the 
record is as defective as when the order of remand was made, though 
three or four terms of the Superior Court in that county have tran- 
spired, and no excuse is rendered for the laches, the case will be dis- 
missed on motion of appellee under Rule 15 of the Supreme Court. 
Cox v. Jones, 276. 


Where a judgment was rendered in a Superior Court at February 
Term, 1892, and appellee agreed that appellant might have “thirty 
days to perfect appeal,” and upon the “case”? there was an indorse- 
ment as follows, “Service accepted 31 December, 1892,” and the appeal 
was docketed in March, 1893: Held, that the indorsement of accept-. 
ance of service of the case does not, in itself, constitute a waiver of 
appellee’s right to have the appeal dismissed because not docketed 
within the prescribed time. Boykin v. Wright, 283. 


A motion to docket and dismiss an appeal made at the first term after 
the trial below, but after the call of the docket of the district to which 
the ease belongs, will not be entertained when the appellant brings 
up and dockets his transeript at that term. Triplett v. Foster, 389. 


Where the case on appeal shows no exceptions to the admission or 
refusal of testimony, nor to the charge, and that no special instruc- 
tions were asked, the judgment will be affirmed, unless error appears 
‘upon the face of the record proper. S&S. v. Carter, 639. 


Where there is a repugnancy between the case on appeal and the record 
proper, the latter will control. &. v, Ramsour, 642. 


Where a defendant pleads guilty, his appeal from a judgment thereon 
cannot call into question the facts charged, nor the regularity and 
correctness of the proceedings, but brings up for review only the 
question whether the facts charged and admitted by the plea consti- 
tute an offense under the laws and Constitution. S. v. Warren, 683. 


Where there is no case on appeal settled by the judge, and it does not 
appear from the record that either the appellant’s “case” or the 
-“eountercase” was served in time, or service thereof admitted, this 
Court will disregard both and affirm the judgment, unless error 
appears on the face of the record. If both had been served in time 
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the appellee’s countercase would be held as the case on appeal, since 
the appellant would be deemed to have acquiesced therein by not 
referring it to the judge to settle the case. Lyman v. Ramsour, 503. 


17. Only assignments of error made below and founded upon exceptions 
submitted in apt time will be considered in this Court. Redmond v. 
M ullenax, a05. 


18. Where, on the trial of pleas in bar, there was a verdict for plaintiff 
and an order for an account, an appeal is not premature, for, if the 
pleas should be established, plaintiff would not be entitled to an 
account, and the action would be at an end. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


19. Where the case on appeal, adopted by the trial judge, states that notice 
of appeal was waived, the statement cannot. be denied for the first 
time on the argument in this Court. Atkinson v. Railway Co., 581. 


'20. The record need not show that an appeal was duly entered when it 
affirmatively appears in the case on appeal, which bears date within 
the time prescribed for taking an appeal, that the appeal was taken 
and notice thereof waived. Ibid. 


ARBITRATION. 


An arbitrator in a submission, under a rule of court, cannot make new 
parties without consent of all existing parties. Williams v. Jus- 
tice, 502. 


ARGUMENT TO THE JURY. 


Where both parties have introduced evidence on a trial, the decision of 
the trial judge as to which party shall open and conclude argument 
to the jury is final and not reviewable. Shober v. Wheeler, 370. 


~ 


ASSAULT, 635. 


1. Where an unequivocal purpose of violence is accompanied by an act: 
which, if not stopped or diverted, will be followed by personal injury, 
the execution of the purpose—the battery—is begun and a criminal 
assault is committed. 8S. v. Reaves, 677. 


2. Where defendants—one with a pistol in his hand, one with a drawn 
sword, and one with a pistol in his pocket—went to the door of the 
prosecutor’s house, where he was sitting, with the admitted purpose 
of compelling him to leave his home and accompany them to find and 
to appear as a witness against a person for whom they had a war- 
rant (they not being officers of the law and having no warrant or 
subpoena for the prosecutor), and told him that he had to go with 
them, and ordered him to do so: Held, that the defendants were 
guilty of an assault, though they were prevented from actually doing 

- violence to his person by the interference of others. Jbid. 


ASSIGNMENT OF NOTE. | 
1. A note may be transferred by delivery and without indorsement, the 
transferree pecomeng | the equitable owner thereof. Jenkins v. Wilkin- 
son, 582. 
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2, A note being the principal thing and the mortgage securing it the inci- 
dent or accessory, the transfer of the note carries with it the security 
without any formal assignment or delivery or mention, even, of the 
latter. Jbid. 


ATTACHMENT, SUMMARY PROCESS OF, FOR CONTEMPT. 

Whenever tie law affords any other adequate remedy by which a party 
can enforce his rights, the proceeding by attachment for a contempt 
is always in the discretion of the court, and a refusal to exercise it 
cannot be reviewed on appeal. Murray v. Berry, 46. 


ATTACHMENT. 

1. An attachment was levied on a debt alleged to be due from A to the 
defendant, which the latter averred had been assigned by him to B 
before the levy. B asked to be made a party, in order that he might 
assert his right to the debt or fund. The court refused to allow him 
to interplead unless he would give bond for costs, which he failed to 
do, but took no exception to the ruling excluding him as a party. 
Upon the trial there was a verdict for the plaintiff, and a judgment 
thereon for his debt against the defendant, and an order condemning 
the fund in A’s hands to its satisfaction. A neither excepted nor 
appealed: Held, that B’s rights are not affected by the judgment, he 
not being a party to the action, and that he has no standing as appel- 
lant here; and further, that it does not concern the defendant, under 
the circumstances, whether the attached debt is applied as directed 
or not, that being a matter affecting only the interest of A, who has 
not appealed, and of B, who is not a party nor bound by the order. 
Parks v. Adams, 4738. | 

2. An affidavit upon which a warrant of attachment has issued, and which 
does not allege that the defendant has property in this State, is not 
defective on that account. Jbdid. 

3. Where a sewerage construction company, in laying its pipes in a street, 
punctured and injured the pipes of a gas company embedded in the 
streets, causing loss to the gas company by the escape of its gas, such 
an injury to property was done as entitled the gas company to an 
attachment under section 347 of The Code, that section having been 
amended by chapter 77, Acts 1893, so as to extend the right of attach- 
ment to all cases, whether the injury is to real or personal property. 
Gas Light Co. v. Construction Co., 549. 


AUTREFOIS CONVICT. | 

A plea of former conviction or acquittal before a justice of the peace for 
a simple assault is a complete defense on a trial for the same offense 
in the Superior Court, unless it should appear in the latter that the 
defendant making the plea had, in. fact, used a deadly weapon or 
inflicted serious injury,.in which case, the justice not having juris- 
diction, the proceedings before him would be a nullity. 8S. v. Alvert- 
son, 638. 


BAIL BOND 
1.A bail bond should show on its face that the surety is a resident and 
freeholder within the State, or his justification should establish these 
facts. Howell v. Jones, 429. 
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2. A sheriff who accepts an insufficient undertaking in arrest and bail 
proceedings, or who, after exceptions filed thereto by the plaintiff, 
fails to give notice of the time when and the place where the bail will 
justify, is liable as special bail to the plaintiff, and he will not be 
exonerated from liability by the fact that he acted in good faith in 
taking the insufficient bond, or by the fact that the plaintiff was near 
by and knew what was going on when an alleged justification was 
being made by the surety. Ibid. 


“BANK DEALIN GS, 485. 


1. The right of set-off only exists between the same parties and in the 
same right. Adams v. Bank, 382. 


2. A bank has no lien on the deposit of a partner for a baliaie due from 
the partnership. Jbid. 


3. Although a bank may recover from any partner the overdraft of the 
partnership in an independent action, or may plead it as a counter- 
claim in a suit by such partner to recover his individual deposit, yet 
the bank may not charge up such overdraft against the partner’s 
individual account. Jbid. x 


~BASTARDY. 


Where the defendant in a bastardy proceeding was placed in ato of 
the sheriff until fine, allowance, and costs were paid, and was com- 
mitted to jail by the sheriff under this order, and remained there for 
twenty days, and was then discharged under sections 2967 and 2972 

_of The Code, and at a subsequent term was sentenced to the house 
of correction under section 38 of The Code: Held, (1) that placing 
the defendant in custody of the sheriff was, by necessary implication, 
an order to imprison upon failure to pay fine, allowance, and costs; 
(2) that defendant was properly discharged, and (8) that the sen- 
tence to the house of correction was erroneous, without regard to the 
fact whether there was or was not such a house in the county. S. v. 
Burton, 655. 


7 BATTERY, 677. 


1. A discretionary power in the infliction of punishment upon pupils is 
confided to schoolmasters and teachers, and they will not be held 
eriminally liable unless the punishment results in permanent injury, 
or be inflicted merely to gratify their own evil passions. 8. v. 
Stafford, 635. 


2. A warrant which charges that the derenaant “did unmercifully whip” 
a child, “inflicting serious bruises on her person,” sets out a battery, 
though the quo animo is not charged. Should the defense be set up 
that it was inflicted by a teacher on his pupil, it ean be invalidated by - 
proof of malice or anger or excessiveness. Ibid. 


“BETTING AT “TEN-PINS.” 

The game known as “ten-pins,” like its kindred English game of “bowls,” 
is not a game of chance for betting at which-the participants are 
indictable under chapter 29, Laws 1891. (8. v. Gupton, 30 N. C., 271, 
followed.) 8S. v. King, 681. 
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BILL OF SALE. 


1. The privy examination ofa married woman is not required to be taken 
when her husband conveys household and kitchen furniture by an 
absolute sale of such property. Kelly v. Fleming, 133. 


2. A bill of sale absolute, and not intended as a security, is not invalid 
as to creditors of the grantor, although the delivery of the property 
conveyed by it is made after the levy of an attachment by such credi- 
tors. Ibid. 


BOARD OF JUSTICES OF THE PEACH. 
When meetings of are lawful, 128. 


‘BURDEN OF PROOF, 394. 


1. In dealings between a trustee and his cestui que trust the burden of 
proving everything fair and honest is upon the former. Cole v. 
Stokes, 270. ~~ 


2. Where, in an action to recover possession of land, a homestead right 
is shown to have existed, the burden is on the plaintiff to show that 
it has terminated, not only by the death of the homesteader, but also 
by the death of his widow and the arrival at full age of his youngest 
child. Ladd v. Byrd, 466. 


3. Where the complaint in an action by the indorsee of a note does not 
state that the plaintiff purchased the note for value and before 
maturity, an answer by the defendant that the execution of the note 
by him was procured by the fraud of the payee puts upon the plain- 
tiff the burden of proof to establish the fact that he was the pur- 
chaser for value, and before maturity, and without notice or the 
alleged fraud. Campbell v. Pation, 481. 


4, Where it is shown that a person was once a resident of this State, the 
presumption is that he continues to be so, and the burden of proving 
a change of domicile is upon him who relies upon such change. Fergu- 
son Vv. Wright, 537, 


5. Where, upon the return of a sheriff to a writ of habeas corpus, it ap- 
peared that the petitioners were in custody on a mittimus, regular 
in every way, from a justice of the peace, for failure to give bond 
for their appearance at the next term of the Superior Court to answer 
a eriminal charge of which the court had jurisdiction, the detention, 
nothing else appearing, was clearly legal, and the burden was upon 
the petitioner to show wherein it was illegal, and not upon the State 
to show that they were lawfully in custody. S. v. Jones, 669. 


BURGLARY, 666. 


CAUTION TO PRISONER ON ren BEFORE COMMITTING 
MAGISTRATE, 689. 


CERTIORARI. 


1. Where the petition for a certiorari is based upon the allegation that in 
the court below plaintiff's counsel orally accepted notice of peti- 
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tioner’s appeal and extended the time for stating the case, and it is 
conceded that the record in the court below contains no entries as 
to such agreement, and the plaintiff's counsel denies the same, this 
Court will not undertake to decide between the conflicting statements 
of counsel, but will adhere strictly to Rule 39 of the Supreme Court. 
LeDue v. Moore, 275. 


2. A case on appeal settled by the trial judge imports absolute verity, and 
this Court will not, certainly in the first instance, direct a certiorari 
to be issued to supply evidence alleged to have been omitted when it 
does not appear that the judge below has intimated that he will make 
the correction if the case be presented to him again for the purpose. 
Alien v. McLendon, 819. 


CERTIFICATE OF PROBATE. See Probate. 


1. If a certificate of an officer as to an acknowledgment of a deed before 
him is in due form and purports to be made by an officer authorized 
to take acknowledgments, ete., proof of the official character of such 
officer is not necessary in the absence of any statute requiring such . 
proof. Piland v. Taylor, 1. 


2, Where, in the certificate of probate of a deed, an error manifestly 
clerical occurs, such error will not render the probate insufficient to 
warrant registration of the deed. Mitchell v. Bridgers, 63. 


CESTUI QUE TRUST. 


Power of to convey land limited to mode presen Dee. in deed. Broughton 
v. Lane, 16. 


CHALLENGE TO ARRAY. 


The integrity and fairness of the entire panel of jurors summoned in 
obedience to a writ of special venire are not affected by the fact that 
one man named in the writ had removed from the county, and that 

. another named therein was dead when the jury list was revised by 
the county commissioners, nor by the fact that one of those named on 
the venire was not summoned, nor by the fact that the sheriff, in . 
copying the list of the venire furnished him, omitted, by mistake, the 
name of one, who in consequence was not summoned. S. v. Whiit, 
716. 


CHALLENGE OF JUROR. 


It was not error to sustain a challenge to the favor when it appeared that 
a juror was attending the court, whether under subpcena or not, in 
‘the expectation of being called upon as a witness for the opposite 
party, the danger of bias not being removed by showing that he had 
no knowledge of the material facts of the case, but expected to testify 
only as to the character of a defendant charged with the felony. 
S. v. Barber, T11. . ; 


CHARGE ON LAND, 74. 


A testator, after reserving a life estate for his widow, devised a tract of 
land to his son, providing that before he took possession of the home 
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plantation. (where his mother would reside during her lifetime) the 
son should give or secure to testator’s two daughters $350 each, and 
in case of default therein the land should be sold and the said sum 
paid to the daughters and the balance to the son: Held, that the title 
of the land vested in the son and his heirs, and the daughters had 
neither title nor right of possession, the land being simply charged 
with the payment of the sums directed to be paid to the daughters, 
whose privilege it was to prevent, their brother from occupying the 
land and appropriating the rents to his own use until they received 
the sums due them. Barfield v. Barfield, 230. 


CHATTEL MORTGAGH, 76. See, also, Mortgage. 


1. No particular form is essential to the validity of a chattel mortgage, 
and it is sufficient if the words employed express, in terms or by just 
implication, a purpose to convey the property as security for the debt. 
Strouse v. Cohen, 349. 


2. Where a note, secured by chattel mortgage, is payable by installments, 
and some, though not all, of the installments are due, an action for 
the possession of the property and for judgment on the installments 
due is not premature, since the mortgagee is entitled to have the 
possession of the property to be eo on the overdue installments. 
Kiger v. Harmon, 406. 

8. When it is not alleged and shown that the value of the property sought 


to be recovered in an action of claim and delivery is worth “not more 
than $50,” the Superior Court alone has jurisdiction, as it would have 


had it concurrently with a justice of the peace if of less value than — 


$50. Ibid. 


4. Where property, the subject of a chattel mortgage, has been replevied 
in claim and delivery proceedings, and has been wasted, its value, 
unless admitted to be equal to the amount due under the MROEIEAEE, 
is the subject of inquiry before the jury. If bid. 


CHILDREN. 
Born after date of will, when entitled to share in devise, 102. 


CHILDREN, WHITE AND COLORED. 


A child whose great-erandparent was a negro of full blood is not entitled 
- to admission into a school for white children. Hare v. Board of 
rE Oret: 9. 


CHILDREN, ILLEGITIMATE. 


Although by the rigid rule of testamentary interpretation the word ‘chil- 
dren” includes only ‘legitimate children,’ yet where a will, con- 
sidered in connection with surrounding circumstances, indicates that 
the illegitimate children of a person named shall partake of a limita- 
tion over to “all the children” of such person, the rule will be relaxed 
and effect given to such intention, so as to include not only illegiti- 
mate children of such given person living at the death of the testa- 
trix, but also those living at the death of the person named when the 
limitation over takes effect. Sullivan v. Parker, 301. 
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CLAIM AND DELIVERY, 406. Ms 


1. In delivering property to a defendant, when seized in claim and de- 
livery proceedings, without taking a proper undertaking and requiring — 
the same to be justified, a sheriff becomes liable as a surety therein. 
Wells v, Bourne, 82. 


a. In such case the measure of liability is the delivery of the property to 
the plaintiff (if such delivery be adjudged), with damages for its 
deterioration, or (failing delivery) the value of the property, and to 
subject the sheriff as surety, it is necessary to show that execution 
has been returned unsatisfied. Ibid. 


CLERK OF SUPERIOR COURT, 545. 


CLOUD UPON TITLE. 


Where the proper construction of the description of land in a deed gives 
the grantor all the land to which he lays claim, the reformation ‘of 
‘the deed to correct a supposed misdescription will be denied. Mort- 
gage Co. v. Long, 123. . 


CODE, THE. For citations of sections of, see Index of Cited Cases. 


COLLATERAL ATTACK, 408. 


Where, in an action to recover land, the defendant disputes plaintift’s 
title upon the ground that the summons in a special proceeding, under 
a decree in which plaintiff had purchased the land and to which the 
plaintiff was not .a party, had not been served upon the defendant, 
who was a defendant in such special proceedings: Held, (1) that the 
trial judge erred in holding that the return on the summons in such 
special proceedings was only prima facie evidence of service and 
could be rebutted by showing that in fact no such service was made; 
(2) that even if the service of the summons had been apparently 
irregular, the judgment in such special proceedings could not be col- 
laterally attacked in the action at bar. Isley v. Boon, 249. 


COLOR OF TITLE, 527. 


1. It is competent for a defendant to prove possession by himself and 
those under whom he may claim for seven years, in support of a 
general denial in an answer that the plaintiff is the owner, without 
“ specially pleading the statute. Cheatham v. Young, 161. 


2. A void deed of a sheriff is not color of title. Ferguson v. Wright, 537. 


COMPOSITION AMON G CREDITORS. 


“When a creditor, at the solicitation of a debtor, agrees to enter into a 
compromise—provided the other creditors will also do so—nothing 
less than the strictest compliance with the terms of the proposed com- 
position on the part of the debtor, and on the part of the other credi- 
tors also, can bind him, and any preference of one creditor over 
another, whether it relates to the amount to be paid him, the time 
of payment, or the manner of securing the prompt payment, taints 
the whole contract and renders it void. Guano Co. v. Emry, 85. 
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COMPROMISE. 


A trustee may compromise a suit brought against him affecting the assets 
in his hands, and he will not be liable to the cestwi que trust, pro- 
vided he acts with due care and in good faith does what, under the 
circumstances that surround him, seems best for the interest of those 
whom it is hissduty to serve. Loucheimer v. Weil, 181. 


CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS. 


@ | 1. In a proceeding for the condemnation of land for the right of way for 
a railroad the petition, whether tiled by an owner or by the company, 
should state the names of all persous interested, and all of them 
should be in court before the commissioners are, appointed. Hill v. 
Mining Co., 259. 


2. Where the petition in a proceeding for assessment of diinhsts for the 
right of way of a railroad enumerates the various owners of the 
land, and such owners voluntarily came in and made themselves 
parties, a demurrer by the defendant company that there was a defect 
of parties when the petition was first filed is untenable. Ibid. 


= The fact that a cotenant of land has granted a right of way to a rail- 
road company will not prevent another owner from instituting pro- . 
ceedings for the assessment of damages sustained by him, nor will 
such faet prevent the cotenant, who has made such grant, from be- 
coming a party_to the proceedings and having his rights adjusted 
thereunder, upon a claim that the company had forfeited its right 
under the grant by failure to comply with the conditions thereof, and 
this although such forfeiture did not occur until after the petition 
was first filed by his cotenant. Jdid. 


4. It is not necessary that the petition filed by a landowner in proceedings 
for the assessment of damages for land taken by a railroad company 
for -right of way shall state that the petitioners and the company 
have failed to come to an agreement as to the sum to be paid, such 

-averment being necessary only when the railroad company is the 
actor in such proceedings. Jbid. 


CONFEDERATE MONEY, SCALE OF, 102. 


CONFESSIONS BY PRISONER, 


1. No confession by a prisoner is admissible which is made in consequence 
of any inducement of a temporal nature, having reference to the 
charge against him. 8. v. Drake, 624. 


2. If promises or threats have been used to induce a confession by a 
prisoner, it must be made to appear that their influence has been 
entirely done away with before subsequent confessions can be a 
‘voluntary and, therefore, admissible. Jbdid. 


' 3. Where, after arresting a person charged with burglary, and conveying 
him to the preliminary trial, the officer said to the prisoner, “If you 
are guilty, I would advise you to make an honest confession. It 

qaight be easier for you. It is plain against you.’ And the prisoner 

said, “I am not guilty;” and after the preliminary investigation, and 

while being conducted to jail by the same officer (who had not with- 
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drawn the inducement to confess which he had held out to the 
prisoner while on the way to the magistrate’s office), the’ prisoner 
made a confession: Held, that such confession was inadmissible as 
evidence on the trial, since it may have proceeded from the induce- 
ment held out to him by the officer when om the way to the magis- 
trate’s office, and if so, there is no guaranty of its truth, and it ought 
to be rejected. Jbid. 


CONSIGNEE. 


If a earrier,. by reason of an arrangement with the consignee or for any 
cause, remains in possession, but holds the goods only as the agent 
of the consignee and subject to his order, such possession is the ee 
session of the consignee. Williams v. Hodges, 36. 


CONSOLIDATION OF ITEMS OF “ACCOUNTS, 


Effect of, on jurisdiction. Marks v. Ballance, 28. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


1. An act of the Legislature (ch. 42, Acts 1891) which makes it unlawful 

. to use profane language.on the lands of the Henrietta Cotton Mills 

of Rutherford County, is not an undue interference with the freedom 

of speech guaranteed by the Constitution, although the language used 

‘fails short of being a nuisance, punishable by State laws, from not 

having been “committed in the presence and hearing of divers per- 
sons, to their annoyance,” ete. S. v. Warren, 6838. 


2. An act of the Legislature making it unlawful to use profane language 
in certain localities, being a police regulation, is not obnoxious to the 
Constitution on the ground that it is not uniform and in effect over 
the whole State. Such police regulations may be limited in their 
operation to such localities as the Legislature may prescribe, as in 
the case of the prohibition of the sale of seed cotton, liquor, and other 
commodities in certain localities. Jbid. 


3. Uniformity, in its legal and proper sense, is inseparably incident to the 
power of taxation, whether applied to taxes on property or to those 
imposed on trades, professions, eter 8. v. Moore, 697. 


4, Acts 1891, chapter 75, defining an ‘emigrant agent” to mean any person 
engaged in hiring laborers in the State, to be employed beyond the 
limits of the same,” and providing that emigrant agents shall pay the 
State Treasurer a license fee of $1,000 before they can hire laborers 
in certain counties of the State, to be employed beyond the limits of 
the State, is, if considered as an exercise of the taxing power of the © 
Legislature, in contravention of the Constitution, Art. V, sec. 3, 
authorizing the Legislature to tax “trades, professions, franchises,” 
ete., and is void for want of uniformity. Jbid. 


5. The occupation of an “emigrant agent,” as defined in chapter 75, Acts 
1891, does not belong to that class of trades or occupations which 
are so inherently harmful or dangerous to the public that they may, - 
either directly or indirectly, be restricted or prohibited. Ibid. 
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6. Since the act does not prescribe any regulation as to how the business 
shall be carried on, nor any police supervision, and since it exacts 
a very large license fee, it is restrictive and prohibitory of the busi- 
ness mentioned therein, and if considered as an exercise of police 
power, is void for that reason. Ibid. © 7 


7. There being no regulation of such occupation, and therefore no expense 
in supervising it, or any expense whatever beyond the amount neces- 
sary to defray the cost of issuing the license, the act, if considered — 
an exercise of police power, is also void for the unreasonableness of 
the license fee. Ibid. | 


CON STRUCTIVE POSSESSION. 


1. “Constructive possession” is such a possession as the law carries to 
the owner by virtue of his title only, there being no actual occupation 
of any part of the land by anybody. And the fact that lands held 
under “deeds by metes and bounds” are “almost entirely covered by 
water” will not prevent the application of the doctrine of constructive 
possession. Mitchell v. Bridgers, 63. ; 


2. Where a ae was committed by cutting timber on a pond appur- 
tenant to plaintiff's mill, which had been used by them and those 
under whom they claimed, for fifty years, under deeds embracing 
within their boundaries the land covered by the water, as well as 
that on which the mill was located, plaintiffs must be deemed to have 
actual possession of the whole, except such part as should be in the 
actual possession of another. Ibid. 


CONTEMPT, ATTACHMENT FOR. 


Whenever the law affords any other adequate remedy by which a party 
can enforce his rights, the proceedings by attachment for a contempt 
is always in the discretion of the court, and a refusal to exercise it 
cannot be reviewed on appeal. Murray v. Berry, 46. 


CONTEMPT. 


1. Where a defendant in an action for divorce was served with notice of 
a motion for alimony, and neither filed an answer nor appealed from 
the order granting it, and after applying to three different judges to © 
get the order set aside, failed to do so and allowed eighteen months 
to pass without paying the alimony, though possessed of sufficient 
unencumbered personal property to enable him to do so, he was 
rightly adjudged in contempt, and a sentence of thirty days imprison- 
ment for wilful disobedience of the order of the court will be affirmed. 
Zimmerman v. Zimmerman, 432. 


2, Where a proceeding to attach a party for contempt, because of an 
alleged disobedience of an injunction order, was terminated by a 
refusal of the motion and a dismissal of the rule, the adjudication 
constitutes a complete defense against the further prosecution of the 
matter upon an affidavit identically the same as that upon which the 
first motion was based. Wilson v. Craige, 463. 


—- 568 


- 


INDEX 


CONTEMPT—Continued. 


3. In addition to the fact that the power to punish for contempt is in- 
herent in all courts and essential to their existence, the authority 
given in this respect to justices of the peace by section 651 of The 
Code is extended to ‘mayors by section 3818 of The Code S. v. 
Aiken, 651. 


COPRINCIPAL IN CRIMH. 


A principal in the second degree is not an “accessory,’’ but a coprincipal. 
S.v. Whitt, 716. 


CONTRACT, BREACH OF, 294. 


Where one violates his contract he is liable only for such damages as 
are caused by the breach, or such as being incident to the act of 
omission or commission, as a natural consequence thereof, may rea- 
sonably be presumed to have been in the contemplation of the parties 
when the contract was made. Spencer v. Hamilton, 49. 


CONTRACT, CON STRUCTION OF. 


Where a paper-writing, not ambiguous in its terns: alleged to be a con- 
tract between plaintiff and the intestate of defendant, was introduced 
on the trial, its construction was a question of law for the court, 
and evidence as to the declarations of the deceased tending to con- 
tradict or explain the same was incompetent and immaterial on 
either side. Sawyer v. Grandy, 42. 


CONTRACT FOR SALE OF LAND. 


A seal is not necessary to validate a contract for the sale of land. Mitchelt 
v. Bridgers, 68. 


CONTRACT, ILLEGAL AND VOID, 489. 


1. Except in cases where there are ties-of blood or marriage, the expecta- 
tion of an advantage from the continuance of the life of the insured, 
‘in order to be reasonable, must be founded in the existence of some 
contracts between the person whose life is insured and the bene- 
ficiary, the fulfillment of which the death will prevent, and when this 
contractual relation does not exist, and there are no ties of blood or. 
marriage, an insurance policy becomes what the law denominates a 
wagering contract, and hence illegal and void, no matter what good 
object the parties may really have in yiew. Trinity College v. Ins. 
Co., 244. 


2. When a note is declared void by a statute it is void into whosesoever 
hands it may come, byt when the statute merely declares it illegal, 
the note is good in the hands of an innocent holder. Ward v. Sugg, 
489. | 


3. The purpose and effect of section 3836 of The Code, which .provides 
that “the taking of a rate of interest greater than is allowed shall be 
deemed a forfeiture of the entire interest,” was to make wold, ipso 
facto, all agreements for usurious interest. Ibid. 
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_ 4, A note embracing usurious interest is void, as against the maker, in the 
hands of a purchaser before maturity for value and without notice, to . 
the extent to which the contract is usurious. Jbid. 


). The remedy of the innocent holder, as to the interest, is against the 
payee who has indorsed the note to him, and not against the maker, 
who is the victim of an oppression denounced by the statute. The 
law will not lend its aid to enforce a contract which is “deemed for- 
feited” by the very fact of making it. If this were otherwise, the 
protection intended by the statute would be delusive and nugatory. 
Ibid. : 


CONTRACT, IN GENERAL, 588. 


1. No liability attaches on an unaccepted order in favor of payee or his 
assignee against the drawee or his principal. Marriner v. Lumber 
Co., 52. 


2. When a creditor, at the solicitation of a debtor, agrees to enter into a 
compromise—provided the other creditors will also do so—nothing 
less than the strictest compliance with the terms of the proposed 
composition on the part of the debtor, and on the part of the other 

_ ereditors also, can bind him, and any preference of one creditor over 
another, whether it relates to the amount to be paid him, the time of 
payment, or the manner of securing the prompt payment, taints the 
whole contract and renders it void. Guano Co. v. Emry, 85. 


3. Where it was stipulated in a mortgage securing a note bearing interest 
at six per cent per annum that after default in payment of the note 
the maker should pay eight per cent per annum during the continu- 
ance of such default: Held, in an action to foreclose the mortgage, 
that the plaintiff is entitled to recover the debt, with eight per cent 
interest after maturity, as provided in the mortgage. Pass v. Shine, 
284, 


4, A complaint alleged that upon a contraet with a local agent of defend- 
ant loan association, to the effect that if plaintiff would subscribe 
for a certain number of shares of stock of the association and pay 
a certain amount of money the association would make a loan to 
plaintiff, the plaintiff complied with the requirements and the defend- 
ant association refused to make the loan, and plaintiff thereupon re- . 
turned the stock and demanded a return of the money paid by him, 
and defendant refused: Held, upon a demurrer thereto, that the com- 
plaint sufficiently stated a cause of action, for, if the allegations be 
true, the plaintiff would be entitled to recover as damages for the 
breach of contract the money paid out by am to the association. 
Fagg wv. Loan Assn., 364. ‘ 


5. An allegation in the complaint that atendant association knew that 
the only inducement to the payment of money and subscribing for 
stock was the promised loan, and that defendant accepted the money 
with such knowledge, was a sufficient statement of a cause of action, 
although it was not alleged that the agent of the defendant who 
made the alleged promises had authority to make them. Ibid. 

6. In order to secure the continuance of plaintiff’s school several persons, 

less than twenty, signed a paper-writing agreeing to furnish the num- 


565 


INDEX 


CONTRACT, IN GENERAL—Continued. 


ber of scholars set opposite to their names for the scholastic year 
ending 30 June, 1892, at a specified sum for each scholar “for the 
_ scholastic year.” The defendant was the last to sign, agreeing to 
furnish two scholars, but furnished none. The plaintiff brought suit 
against defendant April, 1892: Held, (1) that it was error on the 
trial to exclude testimony offered to prove that at the time of signing 
the plaintiff agreed that the contract should not go into effect as to 
the defendant until twenty signatures should be procured, the agree- 
ment not being a contradiction of the terms of the contract, but a 
contemporaneous agreement postponing its legal operation until the 
happening of a contingency; (2) that the contract was a special and 
entire contract and must be performed before plaintiff can recover, 
and therefore the action was prematurely brought. Kelly v. Olwer, 
442, 


7. Where there has been no misrepresentation, and where there is no 
ambiguity in the terms of the contract, a party to it cannot be allowed 
to evade the performance of it by the simple statement that he has 

made a mistake. If, however, a proposal by one evidently contains 
a mistake, the other cannot, by snapping at it, be permitted’ to take 
advantage of the error. Borden v. R. R., 5T0. 


8. Where a local freight agent of the defendant railroad company made 
a written offer to ship cotton between two points at 691% cents per 
hundred for plaintiff, who at once, and in writing, accepted the offer, 
and it was conceded that the said local agent was authorized to make 
such proposal on the part of the defendant, and the agent plainly 
and unequivocally expressed what he understood to be the price to 
be charged for carrying cotton, and there was no misunderstanding 
between the plaintiff and the agent as to any of the terms of the 
alleged contract, and it appeared that by an error in the transmission 
of a telegram from the general freight agent to the local agent 
“89146” was changed to “6914”: Held, (1) that the contract was bind- 
ing on defendant company, notwithstanding the mistake; (2) that 
in an action by the shipper (who had paid the larger rate under 
protest) to recover the difference between the two rates, all evidence 
in regard to plaintiff’s purchase of cotton was irrelevant, and plaintiff 
was entitled to recover. Jbid. 


CORPORATION. | 


1. A corporation may forfeit its charter as for condition broken or for 
breach of trust, if “it fails to act up to the end for which it was in- 
corporated. ~ Simmons v. Steamboat Co., 147%. 


2. Unless provided otherwise in the charter, it is the duty of a corpora- 
tion to keep its principal place of business, its books and records, and 
its principal officers within the State which incorporated it, to an 
extent necessary to the fullest jurisdiction and visitorial power of 
the State and its courts and the efficient exercise thereof in all proper 
ceases which concern said corporation. Ibid, 


38. The persistent failure of a corporation chartered in . this State to main- | 
tain its principal place of business within the State as required by 
its charter, and the withdrawing of all its agencies from the State, 
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will authorize the courts to decree a dissolution of such corporation 
upon the suit of a stockholder under section 694 (ch. 16) of The 
Code. Ibid. 


4. The capital stock and property of a corporation, in case of its in- 
solvency, constitute a fund, first, for the satisfaction of its creditors, 
and next, for its stockholders. Hill v. Lumber Co., 178. 


5. While a. director of a company may lend it money when needed for its 
benefit, and take a lien upon the corporate property as security for 
its repayment, provided the transaction be open and entirely fair and 
eapable of strict proof as to its bona fides, yet where a corporation is 
insolvent a director who is a creditor cannot, upon a debt theretofore 
existing, take advantage of his superior means of information to 
secure his debt as against other creditors. Jbid. 


6. A confession of judgment by an insolvent corporation in favor of a 
director who is a creditor, and upon a debt theretofore existing, is 
void as against other creditors. Jbid. 


7. Where a license to lay down a railway track on certain streets men- 
tioned was granted by a city to “F. and his associates, to be known 
as the A. Company,” who could act as a corporation only upon duly 
taking out letters of incorporation or obtaining a legislative charter, 
the question whether such incorporation has been duly obtained, or 
whether those parties have attempted to exercise corporate functions 
without it, cannot be raised by one who, claiming to be the owner of 
the franchise, seeks to have an assignment of the same to defendant 
company set aside and to enjoin the company from operating under it. 
Atkinson v. Ry. Co., 581. 


COSTS OF ACTION, 


Where a defendant in his answer offers to paunite judgment to be entered 
against him for a sum which he admits to be due, and a verdict is 
rendered therefor, he is liable only for the costs of the action up to 
the filing of the answer and of judgment. Russ v. Brown, 227. 


COSTS, JUDGMENT FOR. 
If only the costs are due on a judgment, and the same are in favor of the 
- plaintiff and not of the officers of the court, the plaintiff is not barred 
by section 155 (8) of The Code from proper proceedings to enforce — 
the claim. Cowles v. Hall, 359. 


COUNSEL. 


1. Objectionable language of counsel in addressing a jury, if not objected 
to at the time, cannot be objected to later. Byrd v. Hudson, 2038. 


2. The Supreme Court will not undertake to decide between the conflict- | 


ing statements of counsel in regard to notice of appeal, ete. LeDue v. 
Moore, 275. . 


COUNTERCLAIM. 


Although a bank may recover from any partner the overdraft of the 
partnership in an independent action, or may plead it as a counter- 
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elaim in a suit by such ‘partner to recover his individual deposit, yet 
the bank may not charge up such overdraft against the partner’s 
- individual account. Adams v. Bank, 3382. 


COUNTS IN INDICTMENT, 


1. Where there are two counts in an indictment, each charging a felony, 
a general verdict is good without specifying upon which count it was 
rendered. S. v. Carter, 689. 


2. Where there are two counts in a bill of indictment, one good and the 
other defective, and a general verdict of guilty thereon, the presump- 
tion is that the conviction was upon the good count, and that the 
evidence supported the conviction. S. v. dwards, 653. 


COUNTS, JOINDER OF DIFFERENT, IN INDICTMENT. 


Since the act of 1891 (ch. 205, sec. 2) the joinder in an indictment for an 
offense of a count for a lesser offense, or for an attempt to commit 
the same, is mere surplusage. 8S. v. Brown, 645. 


DAMAGHS, MEASURE OF. 


1. Where one violates his contract he is liable only for such damages as 
are caused by the breach, or such as, being incident to the act of 
omission or commission, as a natural consequence thereof, may rea- © 
sonably be presumed to have been in the contemplation of the parties 
when the contract was made. Spencer v. Hamilton, 49. 


2. Where, upon the trial of an action to recover rent, in which the de- 
fendant set up a counterclaim for damages caused by plaintiff’s breach 
of contract, it appeared that, as a part of the contract of leasing the 
land, the lessor had agreed to have certain ditches cleared out, and . 
by reason of his failure to do so the land was flooded andthe erop 
lessened, evidence as to the effect which such failure had upon the 
crop, and to what extent it was damaged thereby, was competent as 
affording a basis to the jury for the measurement of the damages 
sustained by the defendant by the breach of contract. Jbid. 


3. In such case the true measure of damages is not what it would have 
cost the defendant himself to clear out the ditches but the defendant’s 
loss by having to work an undrained instead of a drained farm. 
(Sledge v. Reid, 73 N. ©., 440; Foard v. R. R., 8 Jones (53 N. C.), 235, 

and other cases of like import distinguished.) Jbid. 


DAMAGES TO PROPERTY ABUTTING ON STREETS. 


1. If a city perverts a street to illegitimate purposes it is an interference 
with the rights of the abutting proprietor, and he is entitled to 
recover any damages suffered therefrom. White v. R. R., 610. 


2. The use of a street for an ordinary steam railroad is not a legitimate 
use of the street for public purposes, and neither the Legislature nor 
city can authorize such a railroad to be constructed and operated 
thereon against the ADELEMS proprietor’s will without compensation. 
bid: 
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3. Where a railroad company entered upon and constructed its road upon: 
a street, thereby reducing the width of the latter, and-it does not. 
appear that it entered under any statutory authority, but only by 
the license of the city, the abutting property-owner who is endamaged 
thereby may maintain a common-law action for damages, to be as- 
sessed up to the time of the trial, or may sue for permanent damages 
‘inflicted by the location and construction of the road, and by so doing 
confer upon the defendant an easement to occupy the street, as far 
as such abutter is concerned. Jbid. 

Semb le, that where the entry is made under statutory authority the remedy 
by statute is exclusive. bid. 


DECEASED PERSON, TESTIMONY AS TO TRANSACTIONS WITH. 


1. Although, under section 590 of The Code, a party to an action may not 
testify to the actual execution, by the deceased person whose admin-: 
istrator is a party, of a paper-writing constituting a personal trans- 
action between him and the deceased, yet he may testify to the hand- 
writing of the deceased if he can. Sawyer v. Grandy; 42. 


2. Where a paper-writing, alleged to be a contract between plaintiff and 
the intestate of the defendant, was introduced in evidence on the 
trial, it was error to allow the plaintiff to testify that he himself 
signed the paper. Ibid. 


8. Where a paper-writing, not ambiguous in its terms, alleged to be a 
contract between plaintiff and the intestate of defendant, was intro- 
duced on a trial, its construction was a question of law for the court, 
and evidence as to the declarations of the deceased tending to con- 
tradict or explain the same was incompetent and immaterial on. 
either side. Jbid. 


DECLARATION OF ASSIGNOR OF NOTE. 


The declaration of an assignor of a note as to the amount due thereon 
is incompetent in an action on the note, unless shown to have been 
made before the assignment and against interest. Wooten v. Out- 
law, 281. ) 


DECLARATIONS OF DECEASED PERSON. 


It is competent for a party to testify in regard to transactions that took 
place between himself and an agent of defendant within the scope 
of his agency, and also to the declarations of the agent as a part of 
those transactions, and this is so mora ncne the agent be dead. 
Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


DEED. | - 
1. The probate of a deed is judicial in its character. Piland v. Taylor, 1. 


2. A deed conveying a “portion of grantor’s cypress timber’ on certain 
- swamps is void for uncertainty, and such uncertainty is not cured by 
an immediately subsequent condition that the grantor “may retain 
from this timber enough for his farm and building purposes. ” Mizell 
vy. Ruffin, 21. 
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3. The rules of legal construction will not admit of a surmise as to the 
probable intention of a grantor contrary to the purport of his words. 
Ibid. J 
4, Person interested in cannot take acknowledgment of. Long v. Crews, 
256. | 


5. Where the certificate of probate of a déed recites that the justice of 
the peace taking the same was a justice of the peace of a given county 
where the land lies, the presumption is that he was such, and that he 

_ took the acknowledgment within the county. Williams v. Kerr, 306. 


6. If, when a deed previously withheld from record is filed for registra- 
tion, there is a suit pending affecting the land, the holder of such a 
deed is a purchaser pendente lite, and.is bound by a decree in such 
suit as effectually as if a party to the action. Wélliams v. Kerr, 306. 


7, Although words of inheritance are omitted in a deed, yet if the real 
intention of the grantor appear to be to confer a fee, that effect will 
be given to the limitation. Fulbright v. Yoder, 456. 


8. A provision in a deed that the grantee shall not sell the property during 
her life is repugnant to the grant and in contravention of the prin- 
eiple of public policy which forbids unreasonable restrictions upon 
the right of alienation. Pritchard v. Bailey, 521. 


9. Every part of an instrument must be considered in arriving at the 
intention, and where the language is susceptible of two constructions, 
the one less favorable to the grantor must be adopted. Jbid. 


10. Where a deed of trust was executed by a feme covert with the joinder 
of her husband, conveying her land to secure the joint indebtedness 
of herself and husband, and empowering the trustee to sell the land 
in case of default in the payment of the debt, and the draftsman of 
the deed neglected to strike out of the printed form words to the 
effect that she joined in the deed for the purpose of releasing her 
dower and homestead: Held, that the true intent and meaning of the 
deed was that the feme covert conveyed the property in fee to the 
trustee. Ibid. 


DEED, DESCRIPTION IN, 55, 68, 527. 


1. Where the proper construction of the description of land in a deed 
gives the grantor aJl the land to which he lays claim, the reformation 
of the deed to correct a supposed misdescription will be denied. 
Mortgage Co. v. Long, 1238. . 


2. Where a deed or will once sufficiently identifies the thing by its known 
name or other means and then -superadds, unnecessarily, to the 
description, such further description, though inaccurate, will not 
vitiate the previous and perfect description; therefore, where the 
owners of a large body of land sold off two small tracts so as to 
divide it into three separate tracts, and subsequently conveyed the | 
remainder, describing it as “those tracts or parcels of land lying in 
one body,” and the boundaries following such description clearly show 
the intention of the parties to include in the deed the three tracts 
remaining unsold: Held, that the description in the deed will cover 
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all the land within the boundaries, although there are ripee tracts 
instead of one. Jbid. 


DEGREES. 


Of burglary. (See ‘“Burglary.”’) 
Of murder, 673. 


- DEPUTY. | ‘ 


1. An officer clothed with judicial functions cannot delegate the discharge 
of the same to a deputy. Piland v. Taylor, 1. 


2. By an act of 1829 (Revised Code, ch. 37, sec. 2) the deputies of county 
court clerks were expressly authorized to take acknowledgment and 
proof of deeds, and in exercising such functions a deputy acted by 
force of the statute alone; and not as the agent of, or by a delegation 
of authority from, the clerk. Therefore, where on a trial a deed 
purporting to have been executed in 1852 by a grantor to a grantee, 
who was at the time a clerk of the county court, was offered in evi- 
dence and objected to on the ground that the deputy could not, by 
reason of the interest of his principal, take the probate thereof: 
Held, that the deed should not have been excluded on such ground. 
LTbid. 


3. In such case, the deputy having independent authority under the statute 
to take the probate, and*it appearing from the certificate that he, 
and not the clerk, performed the duty, the insertion of the clerk’s 
name before the words “per B. W. Cowper, D. C.,” did not may arate 
his act. Ibid. 


DESCRIPTION IN DEED. 


1. A deed conveying a “portion of grantor’s cypress timber” on certain 
swamps is void for uncertainty, and such uncertainty is not cured 
by an immediately subsequent condition that the grantor “may retain 
from this timber enough for his farm and building DUEDORSE,: Mizell 
v. Ruffin, 21. 


2. A description contained in a devise of land as follows: “My Manner 
plantation and all the lands thereunto belonging, containing 520 
acres, by deed, . . . and algo-all my right, title, and claim in and 
to a tract of land that I lately entered, bounding on the millpond 
and adjoining sundry persons, agreeable to said entry or patent,” is 
sufficiently definite. Mitchell v. Bridger, 638. 


3. An instrument of writing conveying all the household and kitchen 
furniture and all other property of every description belonging to the 
grantor at a certain house is sufficiently definite where there is no 
difficulty as to the identification of the property by parol evidence. 
Kelly v. Fleming, 1338. 


4. An instrument giving a lien upon crops raised “upon Opossum Quarter 
tract of land in Warren County, known as the tract M. W. is buying 
from Egerton, or any other lands he may cultivate during the present 
year,” sufficiently described the lands upon which the crops were to 
be raised, and was effective as to the crops raised on the land de- 
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seribed, but void as to those raised on “any other lands.” Orinkley 
©. Egerton, 142. 


5. A description of land in a deed, “the tract left me by my late grand- 
father, M. P., and adjoining the lands of H. and S. and others, 
containing 180 acres,” suggesting, as it does, the possibility of identi- 
fying it by extrinsic proof of the fact that the ancestor had left it, 
that it adjoined the lands of the persons named, ete, is not void for 
uncertainty. Walker v. Moses, 527. 


DEVINE. 


1. Where, by one clause of his will, a testator devised certain property 
to certain named children of his brother, and by another clause gave 
certain lands to his brother for life, at his death to descend to “his 
children,” a child of such brother born after the date of the will, but 
‘before testator’s death, has an interest in the land. Coggins v. Flythe, 
102. 


2. A testator, after seeeeriis a life estate for his widow, devised a tract 
of land to his son, providing that before he took possession of the 
home plantation (where his mother would reside during her lifetime) 
the son should give or secure to testator’s two daughters $350 each, 
and in case of default therein the land should be sold and the said 
sum paid to the daughters and the balance to the son: Held, (1) that 
the title of the land vested in the Son and his heirs, and the daughters 
had neither title nor right of possession, the land being simply 
charged with the payment of the sums directed to be paid to the 
daughters, whose privilege it was to prevent their brother. from 
occupying the land and appropriating the rents to his own use until 
they received the sums due them; (2) that in obtaining possession 
after the death of the widow and asserting a title adverse to their 
brother the daughters became liable for the rents accruing after the 
death of the life tenant up to the date of the offer of their brother 
to pay the sums charged upon the land. Barfield v. Barfield, 230. 


3. Where an éstate is given for life only, with a power of disposition or 
to appoint the fee by deed or will, the devisee takes only an estate 
for life, unless there be some manifest and general intent of the 
testator which would be defeated by adhering to the DaPDCuIAs intent. 
Long v. Waldraven, 337. 


DIRECTOR. - 


1. A director of a company occupies a fiduciary relation to the company 
which, by virtue of his office, he represents in the management of its 
principal functions. Hill v. Lumber Co., 178. 


2. While a director of a company may lend it money when needed for its 
benefit, and take a lien upon the corporate property as security for 
its repayment, provided the transaction be open and entirely fair and > 
capable of strict proof as to its bona fides, yet where a corporation 
is insolvent, a director who is a creditor cannot, upon a debt thereto- 
fore existing, take advantage of his superior means of information 
to secure his debt as against other creditors. Ibid. 
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3. A confession of judgment by an insolvent corporation in favor of a 
director who is a creditor, and upon a debt theretofore existing, is 
void as against other creditors. Jbid. | 


DISCRETION OF JUDGE, 46, 870, 685. 


DISTURBING PUBLIC SCHOOL. 


Where, in the trial of an indictment under section 2592 of The Code for 
disturbing or interrupting a public school, it appeared that the de- 
fendants, claiming the right to occupy a schoolhouse, refused to sur- 
render it to one who had been elected to teach a public school thereat, 
‘and thus prevented a school being held there: Held, that defendants 
were not guilty of interrupting or disturbing a public school. S. v. 
Spray, 686. 


DIVIDED COURT. 


Where an appeal has been pending for several years, and this Court is 
evenly divided (one of the judges not sitting), the uniform practice 
of appellate courts in such cases will be followed, and the judgment 
below will be affirmed and the appellant required to pay the costs. 
Durham v. R. R., 240. 


DOMICILE, 421, 537. 


DOWER. | 


1. A married woman has an inchoate right or estate in one-third in value 
of all the lands of which her husband is possessed during coverture, 
but its enjoyment is postponed by the law until his death, and is 
contingent upon her surviving him. Gatewood v. Tomlinson, 312. 


2. Where the husband’s land was sold under execution the wife cannot 
have her dower allotted until his death before her. Jbdid. 


| 3. A summons in a proceeding for the allotment of dower is returnable 
before the clerk of the Superior Court, and not to the court in term. 
Ibid. | 


DRAFT. 
Unaccepted, no liability attaches to drawee. Marriner v. Lumber Co., 52. 


DYING DECLARATIONS. 


1. Although a conversation which took place between a witness and de- 
ceased immediately after the latter was fatally wounded, in which 
he described the number and location of his wounds and the character 
of his sufferings, and stated his belief that he was killed (it being in 
evidence that deceased died within forty-eight hours after the wounds 
were inflicted), was not a part of the res geste, yet it, as well as the 
statement of what the deceased said about the transactions, would 
have been competent as dying declarations. S. v. Whitt, 716. 


2. In such ease, testimony as to the statement of the deceased concerning 
his wounds and suffering (the character of the former being proved. 
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_ otherwise, and it not being seriously controverted that they caused . 
the death) could not prejudice a prisoner on trial for the killing. 
Besides, such statements not containing any reference to the transac- 
tion in which the wounds were received were competent as natural 
evidence. Ibid. 


EASEMENT IN STREET. 


Although the abutting proprietor may not own the fee in the street he 
has, nevertheless, a proprietary interest in the same by way of an . 
equitable easement to the extent that its uses shall not be perverted 
to other than public purposes as a street. White v. RK. R., 610. 


ELECTION OF STATE BETWEEN COUNTS IN INDICTMENT. 


Where; in the trial of an indictment containing two counts, one for larceny 
and the other for receiving, ete., the testimony tending to show that 
some of the defendants (who were convicted under the count for 
larceny) had been stealing tobacco from the same owner at various 
times, and had been disposing of it at a price much below its market 
value to B., who knew it to have been stolen, it was within the dis- 
eretion of the trial judge to determine whether he would compel the 
‘State to elect on which count it should preced against B. 8S. v. 
Burton, T11. 


EMIGRATION AGENT. 


1. Acts 1891, ch. 75, defining an “emigrant agent” to mean “any person 
engaged in hiring laborers in the State to be employed beyond the 
limits of the same,” and providing that emigrant agents shall pay the 
‘State Treasurer a license fee of $1,000 before they can hire laborers 
in certain counties of the State to be employed beyond the limits of 
the State; is, if considered as an exercise of the taxing power of the 
Legislature, in contravention of the Constitution, Art. V, sec. 3, 
authorizing the Legislature to tax “trades, professions, franchises,” 
ete., and is void for want of uniformity. State v. Moore, 697. 


2. The occupation of an “emigrant agent,” as defined in chapter 75, Acts 
1891, does not belong to that class of trades or occupations which are 
so inherently harmful or dangerous to the public that they may, 
either directly or indirectly, be restricted or prohibited. Jbid. 

8. Since the act does not prescribe any regulation as to how the business 
shall be carried on, nor any police supervision, and since it exacts a 
very large license fee, it is restrictive and prohibitory of the business 
mentioned therein, and if considered as an exercise of police power, 
is void for that reason. Ibid. 

4, There being no regulation of such occupation, and therefore no expense 
in supervising it, or any expense whatever beyond the amount neces- 
sary to defray the cost of issuing the license, the act, if considered 
an exercise of police power, is aiso void for the unreasonableness of 
the license fee. Jbid. 


EMINENT DOMAIN. 


1, The right of the State to take seieats property under the power of 
eminent domain rests upon the ground that there is a public necessity 
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for such taking, and can be exercised only when the law provides the 
means of giving adequate compensation to the owner. Dargan v. 
R. R., 596. 


2. The statutory provision allowing private property to be taken under 


the right of eminent domain must be strictly pursued, and the right — 


of the owner to obtain compensation depends on whether the corpora- 
tion has obtained a vested right. Jbid. 


ESCAPE, INDICTMENT FOR. 


1. In the trial of an indictment against a jailer for the escape of a 
prisoner in his custody, it is not necessary to prove negligence on his 
part, since that is implied, and the burden is upon the defendant in 
such case to show that the escape was not with his consent or through 
his negligence. 8S. v. Lewis, 622. | 


2. Where, in the trial. of: a jailer indicted for the escape of a prisoner, it 
appeared that he had intrusted some of the keys to an assistant who, ~ 
according to the testimony, connived at the escape, the trial judge © 
properly instructed the jury that the only question was whether the 
defendant had exercised due care in the employments of his assistant. 
Ibid. 


ESCAPE, PREVENTION OF BY OFFICER. 


1. Where a person is lawfully under arrest and another attempts to rescue 
him, the. officer in resisting such rescue is justified in using such 
force as would ordinarily be considered excessive, provided he acts 
in good faith and without malice. 8S. v. Rollins, 722. 


2. But where an officer, having lawfully arrested a person and in resisting 
an attempted rescue, uses such signal force that death is caused 
thereby, there is no presumption of law that he acted without malice 
and in good faith, i.e., without excess of force, it being for the jury 
to Judge of the reasonableness of the force used, and for the defend- 
ant to show matter of excuse or mitigation. Jbdid. 


3. Good faith and want of malice apply as to extent of force used by an 
officer in resisting a rescue of a prisoner, when the arrest is legal, 
but do not validate an illegal arrest; hence, when a person submits 
to arrest and a rescue is attempted, the officer may not resist such 
rescue or use such force. as is necessary to prevent the rescue if the 
original arrest was unlawful. Tbid. 


4. When a person is lawfully in the custody of an officer and a rescue is” 
attempted, the officer may arrest the person attempting the rescue, 
and may use such force as is necessary. Jbid. 


ESTOPPEL. | 


1. Full faith and credit should be given to a judgment of a court of 
another State when it appears from the certified record thereof that 
the court had acquired jurisdiction of the parties and the subject- 
matter, and no defense is available against it which might have ‘been 
set up in the court in which the qadement was rendered. Hdwards 

uy. Jones, 453. 
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2. A tenant in common is not estopped by declarations of a cotenant 
against his interest without evidence of any sa of the cotenant . 
to bind him. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


3. The clerk of the Superior Court, having jurisdiction of proceedings 
against a guardian for. a settlement, a judgment. rendered therein is 
an estoppel to an action in the Superior Court between the same 
parties and upon the same question, and cannot be attacked col- 
laterally, but can be impeached for fraud only by a direct proceeding 

_ for that purpose. Donnelly v, Wilcox, 408. | 


ESTOPPEL IN PAIS. 


1. Registration is not sufficient notice to prevent the operation of an 
estoppel #% pais. If ever permitted to have such effect, such con- 
structive notice applies only where the conduct creating the alleged 
estoppel is mere silence and not an affirmative act or word. Morris 
v. Herndon, 236. 


2. Where B., the owner of a second mortgage, ‘induced A., a first mort- 
gagee, to take another mortgage on the same property to secure the. 
same indebtedness, thereby giving to the second mortgage a legal 
priority. over the new mortgage, A. having no actual notice of B’s. 
lien: Held, that B. was not a mere silent bystander, but a participant 
in the transaction. and he cannot be permitted to retain the ad- 
vantage obtained under such circumstances. Ibid. . 


EVIDENCE, 570, 669, -688. 


1. By an act of 1829 (Revised Code, dk 37, sec. 2) the ore of county — 
court clerks were expressly authorized to take acknowledgment and 
proof of deeds, and in exercising such functions a deputy acted by 

- force of the statute alone, and not as the agent of, or by a delegation 
of authority from, the clerk. Therefore, where on a trial-a deed pur- . 
porting to have been executed in 1852 by a grantor to a grantee who 
‘was at the time a clerk of the county court was offered in evidence 
and objected to on the ground that the deputy -could not, by reason - 
of the interest of his principal, take the probate thereof: Held, that 
the deed should not have been excluded on such ground. Piland v. 
Taylor, 1. 


ae reheoe of the official character of an officer taking an acknowledgment 
of a deed is not necessary to give it validity in the absence of any 
statute requiring such proof, if the certificate is in due form and 
purports to be made by an officer authorized by law to take acknowl- 
edgments, ete. Therefore the certificate of probate of a deed by a 
deputy clerk expressly authorized by statute to take acknowledgment, 
ete., the deed having been duly registered, was prima facie evidence 
of his appointment and qualification, and it was error to exclude the 
deed as evidence on the ground that the signature of the deputy clerk 
was not a sufficient evidence of his official character. Ibid: ; 


3.. The statute (sec. 42, ch. 199, Acts 1889) relating .to the admission of 
children into. white or colored schools provides that the rule laid 
down in section 1816 of The Code, regulating marriages, shall be fol- 
lowed. By said section of The Code the intermarriage of whites 
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10. 


i. 


with persons who are not. beyond the third or in the fourth genera- 
tion from the pure negro ancestor is prohibited. Therefore, a child 
whose great-grandparent was a negro of full blood is not entitled to 
admission into a school for whites. Hare v. Board of Hducation, 9. - 


. Where, in the trial of an action for a mandamus to’ compel a school 


committee to admit a child into a school for whites, it became ma- 
terial to ascertain whether the grandfather of a child was a negro 
or a white man, testimony was admissible to show that the grand- 
mother of the child was living with a negro about nine months before 
the birth of the ehild’s father. Jbdid. 


. While in doubtful cases only an expert would be qualified to testify, 


from the appearance of a person, as to the exact proportions in which 
white and negro blood are intermingled in bis veins, it is competent 
to show, by other than expert testimony and by the appearance of a 
person, his color and other physical qualities, that such person’s 
parent was a negro of full blood. Jbid. 


. Although, under section 590 of The Cede, a party to an action may not 


testify to the actual execution by the deceased person, whose admin- 
istrator is a party, of a paper-writing constituting a personal trans- 
action between him and the deceased, yet he may testify to the hand- 
writing of the deceased if he can. Sawyer v. Grandy, 42. 


. Where a paper-writing, alleged to be a contract between plaintiff. and 


the intestate of the defendant, was introduced in evidence on the 
trial, it was error to allow the plaintiff to testify that he himself 
signed the paper. Jbid. 


. Where a paper-writing, not ambiguous in its terms, alleged to be a 


contract between plaintiff and the intestate of defendant, was intro- 
duced on a trial, its construction was a question of law for the court, 
and evidence as to the declarations of the deceased tending to con- 
tradict or explain the same was incompetent and immaterial on 
either side. Jbid. 


. The declarations of a deceased person as to the original low-water line 


of an island, made ante litem motam, and when declarant was dis- 
interested (though an adjacent landowner), are competent evidence 
to show the jocation.of the lines. Lewis v. Lumber Co., 55. 


Where, in the trial of an issue relating to the location of the original 
margin of an island, there was testimony showing that trees had 
been marked, and one had disappeared, it was competent to show . 
that another had been marked to show where the former stood. Jbid. 


Where, upon the trial of an action to recover rent, in which the defend- 
ant set up a counterclaim for damages caused by plaintiff’s breach 
of contract; it appeared that as a part of the contract of leasing the 
land the lessor had agreed to have certain ditches cleared out, and 
by reason of his failure to do so the land was flooded and the crop — 
lessened, evidence as to the effect which such failure had upon the 
crop, and to what extent it was damaged thereby, was competent as 
affording a basis to the jury for the measurement of the damages 
sustained by the defendant by the breach of contract. Spencer v. 
Hamilton, 49. 


OTT 


INDEX 


EVIDENCE—Continued. 


12. No seal is necessary to the validity of a contract for the sale of land, | 
but under section 26 of chapter 37 of the Revised Code such contract 
was required to be registered, and since by section 16 of said chapter 
any instrument required or allowed to be registered may be given 
in evidence, the registry of such contract was properly received in- 
evidence. Mitchell v. Bridgers, 68. . 


13. Where it becomes material to prove the contents of a record of the pro- — 
eeedings of a municipal corporation, the party relying upon it may 
identify or offer the original or introduce a copy properly certified. 
Cheatham v. Young, 161. 


14. Documents of a public nature and of public authority are generally 
admissible in evidence in proof of those matters, the remembrance 
of which they were called into existence to perpetuate, although their 
authenticity be not confirmed by the ordinary tests of truth, the 
obligation of an oath and the power of cross-examination of the 
parties on whose authority the truth of the document depends. Jbid. 


15. The records made by the mayor and commissioners of a town em- 
powered to locate, open, or widen the public streets, naming and 
fixing the width of certain streets, and made ante litem motam, are 
competent though not conclusive evidence to locate the boundary 
line when the streets named or their points of intersection are called 
for in a deed upon which plaintiff relies. Jbid. 


16. It is competent for a defendant to prove possession by himself and 
those under whom he may claim, for seven years, in support of a 
general denial in an answer that the plaintiff is the owner, without 
specially pleading the statute. Jbdid. 


17. A witness was asked upon a trial, “State when and where you first 
saw the book now shown to you,” the object of the question being 
declared by counsel to be “to show that she first saw the book in 
the hands of defendant’s intestate at the time he handed it to her 
on the day of her marriage’: Held, that the question was properly | 
excluded under section 590 of The Code, since the “handing her the 
book” was a “personal transaction” between the plaintiff witness and 
the deceased. It would have been competent to show by the witness 
that she saw the book in the hands of the intestate on the day of 
her marriage, as that would not have been a “transaction” with the 
deceased. Lane v. Rogers, 171. 


“18. Returns on execution being required to be in writing, oral evidence 
in relation thereto will not be allowed when the nonproduction, by 
reason of loss or destruction, is not properly accounted for. (Pollock — 
v. Wilcox, 68 N. C., 46, cited and distinguished.) Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


19, The mere recitation in the attestation clause of a will that it was 
signed in the presence of two witnesses, ete., is not affirmative evi- 
dence. BR. R. v. Mining Co., 241. | » 


20. The declaration of an assignor of a note as to the amount due thereon 
is incompetent in an action on the note, unless shown to have been 
made before the assignment and against interest. Wooten v. Out- 
law, 281. | 
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21. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


(27, 


28. 


29. 


On an issue as to the bona fides of a mortgage given to secure an 
alleged preéxisting indebtedness, the tax lists for several years in the 
county and township in which mortgagee resided were competent to 
be submitted, not as absolute and convincing evidence, but as some 
evidence that the mortgagee had no solvent credits. Allen v. McLen- 
don, 321. 


: In the trial of an action to recover the penalty for a usurious transac- 


tion, a witness offered by the defendant was allowed, under objec- 


tion, to testify that plaintiff had, the reputation of suing for usury: 


Held, that the testimony was incompetent because (1) it was irrele- 
vant, and (2) as impeaching testimony it should not have been 
allowed for, even if it were true, the plaintiff had a right under the 
statute to “sue for usury” if he bad paid usurious interest for the 
loan of money. Russell v. Hearne, 361. 


The burden is upon one claiming an exémption in lands sold under 
execution against him to show that no homestead had been allotted 
to him; when this is done, the presumption of the regularity of the 
judicial proceedings and sale is rebutted. Fulton v. Roberts, 421. 


When it is admitted or proven that a judgment debtor has been a 
resident of this State, the legal presumption is that the status con- 
tinues, and the burden of showing a change of domicile, when it 
becomes material to do so, rests upon him who asserts the change. 
Ibid. 


The certificate of a clerk of a court of another State as.to the record 
of a judgment therein should be, as in this State, in the form pre- 
scribed for such court, and the certificate of the judge thereof that 
the clerk’s attestation is in due form is conclusive. Hdwards v. 
Jones, 453. 


An instrument which is neither a conveyance of land nor a contract 
to convey, nor lease of land, but only an agreement for a division 
of the proceeds of sales thereafter to be made of land, and authority 
to one to take entire control and management of sales of land for 
the parties, is not required to be registered by the act of 1885 (ch. 
147), and an objection to its admissibility as evidence on the ground 
that it was registered after the time prescribed by the said act of 
1885 is untenable, Lenoir v. Mining Co., 518. 


When a party to an action is allowed to be a witness as to a transac- 
tion and is impeached, he may be corroborated by showing that soon 
after the matter occurred he made similar statements or declarations 
in regard to it, but this is only permissible as corroborative and not 
as substantive evidence, and it is the duty of the trial judge, without 
special instructions to that effect, to see that the jury fully under- 
stand the use they are permitted to make of it. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


No confession by a prisoner is admissible which is made in consequence 
of any inducement of a temporal nature, having reference to the 
charge against him. S. v. Drake, 624. 


If promises or threats have been used to induce a confession by a 
prisoner, it must be made to appear that their influence has been 
entirely done away with before subsequent confessions can be deemed 
voluntary and, therefore, admissible. Jbdid. 
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80. Although a conversation which took place between a witness and de- 
ceased immediately after the latter was fatally wounded, in which 
he described the number and location of his wounds and the character 
of his sufferings, and stated his belief that he was killed (it being 
in evidence that deceased died within forty-eight hours after the 
wounds were inflicted), was not a part of the res geste, yet it, as well 
as the statement of what the deceased said about the transaction, 
would have been competent as dying declarations. S. v. Whitt, 716. 


31. In such case, testimony.as to the statement of the deceased concerning 
his wounds and suffering (the character of the former being proved 
otherwise, and it not being seriously controverted that they caused 
the death) could not prejudice a prisoner on trial for the killing. 
Besides, such statements not containing any reference to the transac- 
tion in which the wounds were received were competent as natural 
evidence. Ibid. 


32. A witness on a trial for murder testified that on the night of the homi- 
cide, and near her house, she heard men cursing and quarreling, one 
saying, “I will eut his throat.” In answer to her cries of “Murder,” 
two or three men came to her door. The defendant proposed to ask 
her what she said to the men who came to her door, the purpose being 

_ to show that she told them. that the men who were quarreling were 
cutting a man’s throat, and to thus corroborate her statements on the 
trial: Held, that the question was properly excluded: as irrelevant 
and immaterial, since.what she said to the men would not have served 
to corroborate her as to what she saw, but only to show her belief, 
or surmise, at the time, of the nature of the occurrence. 8S. v. Rol- 
lins, 722. 


33. What a defendant charged with murder said to a witness who, hearing 
pistol shots, ran to the scene of the homicide, arriving there between | 
the third and fourth shots, and while several men present were 
struggling with each other, was competent as a part of the res geste, 
and also as corroborative of his testimony of the transaction as given - 
on the trial. bid. 


34, While error in excluding competent testimony is cured by afterwards 
admitting it from the same witness, it is not cured by admitting . 
another to testify to the same purport. Ibid. 


35. Where a witness for the State, in a trial for murder, testified as an eye- 
witness to the homicide, and on cross-examination stated that he was 
not drunk, it was error to exclude proof offered to show that he was 
“very drunk on that occasion,” such proof not being intended to 
impeach his character (in which case his answer on cross-examination 
as to his condition would have been conclusive), but serving to con- 
tradict and impair his evidence, and to show his incapacity to know 
and remember with accuracy what took place, J/bid. a 


36. Where, in a trial for murder, though the plea of self-defense was set 
up, it did not appear that defendant knew the character of the |. 
deceased for violence, evidence as to such violent character was 
properly excluded. Jbid. 
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EXAMINATION OF ADVERSE PARTY. 
A party who has examined his adversary under the provisions of section 
581 of The Code is not compelled to use the testimony on the trial, 
nor does he, by such examination, make such adversary. his witness. 
Shober v. Wheeler, 370. 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1. Exceptions to judge’s charge, though not taken at the trial, may be 
set out in statement of case on appeal. Marriner v. Lumber Co., 52.. 

Ze Exceptions to judge’s charge should be specific. Shober v. Wheeler, 870. 

3. An exception by a defendant that, upon all the evidence submitted on 
a trial, the plaintiff is not entitled to recover, should be taken before 
the case is given to the jury. If taken for the first time after verdict, 
it will not be considered. Fagg v. Loan Assn., 364. 


EXCUSABLE NEGLECT. 

A judgment based on a verdict and from which there was no appeal, 
rendered before the passage of chapter 81, Acts 1893, cannot be set 
aside for excusable neglect. Morrison v. McDonald, 327.. 


EXECUTION. 
1. Oral testimony as to the return of an execution will not be allowed 
when the nonproduction of the execution, by reason of its loss or 
destruction, is not accounted for. Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


2. A motion for leave to issue execution against the estate of a deceased . 
-person cannot be allowed. Cowles v. Hall, 359. 


EXECUTION SALE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY. 

Personal property, when sold under execution, should be present at the 
sale and in the possession of the officer, so that immediate delivery 
may be made to the purchaser. ‘These requirements will be met, 
however, if the property is in plain view or so near that it can be 
personally inspected by all present at the sale who may choose to 
examine it. Alston v. Morphew, 460. 


EXECUTION SALE OF LAND WITHOUT LAYING OFF HOMESTEAD. 


1. A sale of land under execution on a judgment recovered on a debt 
contracted since 1868 against a resident of this State ‘entitled to a 
homestead is void unless a homestead has been allotted, notwith- 
standing the fact that the tract of land so sold is other than that 
upon which the judgment debtor resides and not contiguous thereto. 
Fulton v. Roberts, 421. | 

2. A sale of land under execution on a judgment rendered against a resi- 
dent of this State on a debt contracted since 1868 is void as to the | 
“defendant in the execution unless a homestead was allotted him 
then, or unless he had a homestead already allotted in other lands. 
Ferguson v. Wright, Dol. 


EXECUTORY DEVISE. 
A testator devised the portion of his ere falling to his daughter Martha 
to a trustee, to be held, controlled, and managed by him for the sole 
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and separate use of said Martha “so long as she remains unmarried, 
or so long as she may live, and if she should die without issue, then 
her share to be equally divided among all my children”: Held, that 
the devise was of .a fee to Martha, with a proviso that it should be 
held in trust during her life or maidenhood for her separate use, with © 
an executory devise over to her brothers and sisters should she die 

- without issue, upon her marriage and nevis issue, the fee became 
absolute. Kelly v. Williams, 487. 


EXEMPTIONS, RESERVATION OF IN DEED OF ASSIGNMENT. 


The reservation of personal property exemption by each of two partners 
in a deed of assignment is not evidence of a fraudulent purpose. 
Davis v. Smith, 94. 


EX POST FACTO LAWS. 


The Legislature has no more authonity to give a retroactive effect to a 
statute making the punishment for an offense already committed 
more severe than to subject persons to punishment under a criminal 
statute passéd after the commission of the act for which they are 
indicted. S. v. Ramsour, 642. 


FEME COVERT, 349. 


The power of a married woman to dispose of land held by her under a 
deed of settlement is not absolute, but limited to the mode pointed 
out in the instrument. Broughton v. Lane, 16. 


FINE. 


A fine of $8 imposed by a mayor upon a defaulting witness for contempt 
in disobeying a subpena is not excessive. S. v. Aiken, 651. 


FORECLOSURE OF MORTGAGE, 306, 321. 


A provision in a mortgage which contains no power of sale that, after 
default in payment of the debt, the mortgagee may take possession 
of the land and receive the rents until the rights of the parties shall 
‘be fully adjusted ‘according to law,” does not prevent the mortgagee 
from seeking a sale of the land under a decree of foreclosure. Stewart 
». Bardin, 277. . 


FOREIGN RECORD. 


1. The certificate of a clerk of the court of another State as to the record 
of a judgment therein should be as in this State, in the form pre- 
-geribed for such court, and the certificate of the judge thereof that 
the clerk’s attestation is in due form is conclusive. Edwards y. Jones, 
458. 


2. Full faith and credit should be given to a judgment of a court of 
another State when it appears from the certified record thereof that 
the court had acquired jurisdiction of the parties and the subject- 
matter, and no defense is available against it which might have been 
set up in the court in which the judgment was rendered. Jbid. . 


582 


INDEX 


FOREIGN WILL. | | | ° 
The certificate of probate of a will executed in another State, disposing 
of real estate in this State, is defective which does not show affirma- 
tively that the will was executed according to the laws of this State, 
ie., written in the testator’s lifetime and signed by him or some 
other person in his presence and by his direction, and subscribed in 
_ his presence by two witnesses at least, no one of whom shall be inter- 
ested in the devise, ete. Railway Co. v. Mining Co., 241. 


FORMER CONVICTION. _ _ . 


1. A plea of former conviction or acquittal before a justice of the peace 
for a simple assault is a complete defense on a trial for the same 
offense in the Superior Court, unless it should appear in the latter 
that the defendant making the plea had in fact used a deadly weapon 


or inflicted serious injury, in which case, the justice not having juris- . 


diction, the proceedings before him would be a neon S. v. Albert- 
son, 633. 


2. Regularly, the two pleas of “former conviction” and “not guilty” should 
be tried -separately, since the former implies an admission of the 
criminal act and is inconsistent with an absolute denial. S. v. Win- 
chester, 641. 


FRANCHISE, 581. 
Forfeiture of, by neglect. See Corporation. 


FRAUD, 481. 
1. In the trial of an issue relating toe the bona fides of a conveyance, it 
was proper for the trial judge to instruct the jury that the law looks 
with suspicion upon a transaction whereby one indebted to others 
conveys his property, or a part of it, to a brother-in-law to secure 
an alleged preéxisting indebtedness, and that it was the duty of the 
jury to scrutinize the matter closely in considering its validity. Allen 

». McLendon. 321. 


2. Where, in the trial of an action by an administrator (who was the sole 
heir and distributee of. his intestate) against the executor of an 
estate in which plaintiff's intestate was interested, to recover the 
share to which his intestate was entitled, it appeared that the defend- 
ant executor had purchased from the plaintiff, before the latter’s 
qualification as administrator, all his interest in the estate controlled 
by defendant, the jury should have been instructed, upon an issue 
relating to fraud, that a presumption of fraud had arisen which put 
upon the defendant the burden of proving everything to have been 
fair and honest. Cole v. Stokes, 270. ; | 

FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCH. 

“1. The reservation of personal property and homestead exemptions al- 
lowed by law for both of the assignors in a deed of assignment for 
the benefit of creditors is neither conclusive nor presumptive evidence 
of a fraudulent purpose. Davis v. Smith, 94.. 


2. One partner, with the consent of the other member of a partnership, 
may dispose of the company’s effects for his individual use, and a 
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ereditor cannot interfere to prevent the application. ‘Therefore the 
reservation by assignors in a deed of assignment for the benefit of 
creditors of homestead and personal property exemptions out of the 
partnership effects did not raise any presumption, rebuttable or 
otherwise, of a fraudulent purpose on the part of the assignors, but 
was a circumstance to be left to the jury. Jbdid. 


3. Where, in the trial of an action to set aside a deed of assignment as 
fraudulent, it was admitted that the assignors attempted to secure 
a larger amount of indebtedness to one of the preferred creditors 
than was actually due, this fact did not shift the burden of proof 
or — 3 of fraudulent intent from the plaintiff to the defendant in such 
action, nor was such admitted fact such presumptive proof of fraud 
as to justify the judge in declaring the deed void without the inter- 
vention of a jury, but it was some evidence of a fraudulent purpose, 
and was properly submitted to the jury upon an issue relating to the 
fraudulent intent of the assignors. Ibid. 


4. The designation of an irregular method of either setting apart the 

homestead or appraising personal property reserved by assignors in 

a deed of assignment does not vitiate the instrument or taint it with 

fraud. Therefore, where the assignors reserved from the operation 

of a deed of assignment the exemptions “allowed by law,” the use 

of the words “to be set apart by the party of the second part” was 
neither conclusive nor presumptive evidence of fraud. Jbid. 


5. A conveyance by a parent to a child is not presumptively fraudulent 
except in case of a voluntary conveyance or one upon an insufficient 
consideration, the parent none in embarrassed circumstances. Kelly 
v. Fleming, 1838. 


6. In the trial of an action to set aside a deed as fraudulent, a tax return 
made by the grantee, in which he did not return the land as his, was 
properly admitted for the consideration of the jury, it being some 
evidence that the grantee did not consider himself as the owner of 
the land. Shober v. Wheeler, 370. 


7. While inadequacy of price will not per se vitiate a sale made by an 
insolvent to a near relative, or to another, unless so gross as to appear 
that the purchaser got the property for nothing, yet it is always a 
suspicious circumstance in a transaction by an insolvent, and justifies 

‘careful scrutiny, and the greater the discrepancy the greater the 
suspicion. Jbid. ; 


8. Although one who supplies the purchase-money and procures the con- 
veyance to be made te another, for the purpose of hindering, delaying, 
or defrauding his creditors, cannot claim a resulting trust in a court 

of equity which will not interfere between wrongdoers; yet where, 
subsequent to the transaction, the beneficial owner, under a mistaken 
idea that he was insolvent, instructed the nominal purchaser of the 
property to postpone the execution of a deed which the latter was 
about to make, reconveying the land, such fact cannot have the effect. 
of depriving the beneficial owner of his right to recover the property, 
his intention to defraud his supposed creditors not being accompanied 
by any act which changed his relation to the property. Summers v. 

' Moore, 394. 
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FRAUDULENT MORTGAGE. 


1. In an action to foreclose a mortgage, judgment creditors of the mort- 
gagor became parties defendant and attacked the mortgage as fraudu- 
lent. An issue submitted by the judge confined: the inquiry as to the 
fraud to the knowledge of the mortgagee, while, ,one tendered by the 

¢ plaintiff and refused extended the inquiry to his participation in as 
well as knowledge of the fraud. In response to another issue the 
jury found that the debt alleged to be due by the mortgagor to the 
mortgagee was not bona fide: Held, that such finding of the jury 
-yenders immaterial an inquiry as to.whether the mortgage would — 
have been vitiated simply by notice of fraud on the part of the mort- 
gagor fixed upon the mortgagee. Allen v. AfcLendon, 321. 


2. Where, in an action to foreclose a mortgage, judgment creditors of the 
mortgagor became parties defendant and filed an answer, in the 
nature of a complaint, setting out their judgments and asking that 
the mortgage be set aside as fraudulent, the mortgagor made no 
reply, but plaintiff excepted to the evidence offered to prove such 
indebtedness: Held, that the question of the indebtedness of the 
mortgagor to the judgment creditors was a matter between them, and 
did not concern the mortgagee, especially where the jury found that 
his alleged debt was not bona fide and that the mortgage was arenes 
lent. Ibid. 


8. On an issue as to the bona fides of a mortgage given to secure an alleged 
preéxisting indebtedness, the tax lists for several years in the county 
and township in which mortgagee resided were cempetent to be sub- 
mitted, not as absolute and convincing evidence, but as some evi- 
dence that the mortgagee had no solvent credits. Ibid. 


4. It is within the discretion of a trial judge to permit an amendment 
of the pleadings on the trial when such amendment does not change 
the character of the action. Ibid. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. 


An act of the Legislature (ch. 42, Acts 1891) which makes it unlawful 
to use profane language on the lands of the Henrietta Cotton Mills 
of Rutherford County is not an undue interference with the freedom 
of speech guaranteed by the Constitution, although the language used 
falls short of being a nuisance, punishable by State laws, from not 
having been “committed in the presence and hearing of divers per- 
sons, to their annoyance,” ete. S. v. We” ‘683. 


FRIVOLOUS ANSWER, 481. 


An answer to a complaint in an aetion on a note cannot be said to be 
frivolous which formally denies that the plaintiff is the owner and 
holder of the note, and thus puts plaintiff to proof of that fact. Bank 
v. Atkinson, 478. ° 


FURNITURE, HOUSEHOLD AND KITCHEN. 

1. The statute (sec. 1 of ch. 91, Acts 1891) provides that “wherever 
household or kitchen furniture is conveyed by chattel mortgage or 
otherwise as allowed by law in this State, the privy examination of 
married women shall be taken as is now prescribed by law in con- 
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FURNITURE, HOUSEHOLD AND KITCHEN—Continued. 


veyance of real estate; provided that all such conveyances of house- 
hold and kitchen furniture, except as herein provided, shall be inef- 
fectual to convey a title to the same”: Held, that the act does not 
apply to an absolute sale of such property, but only to a conveyance 
by chattel mortgage or other way by which a lien can be, fixed 
thereon, as by deed of trust or conditional sale. Aeily v. Fleming, 
188. 


(Quere: Whether the provisions of the act could be made to apply in case 
of a chattel mortgage, etc., by a husband, of his own household and 
kitchen furniture, at any rate, of noe as was owned by him before 
the passage of the act.) 


2. An instrument or writing conveying all the household and kitchen fur- 
niture and all other property of every description belonging to the 
grantor at a certain house is sufficiently definite where there is no 
difficulty as to the identification of the property by parol evidence. 
Ibid. 


GAME OF CHANCE. 
The game of “ten-pins” is not a game of chance. S. v. King, 631. 


GRANT OF AN ISLAND. 


1. Where an island in an unnavigable stream or in a swamp is granted 
by the name by which it is generally known, it is not necessary to 
run or call for lines and corners, the low-water margin of the island 
being more durable and preferable as a certain description to courses 
and distances. Lewis v. Lumber Co., 55. . 


2. By the grant of an island, designated by the name by which it is gen- 
erally known, all of the land surrounded by water at the low-water 
mark passes. Sudden accretions are not added to it, and when nature 
no longer marks the original line it is competent to prove by the 
testimony of living witnesses, or competent declarations of persons 
deceased, where the line was located when the land was grantéd. 
Lbid. 


GUARDIAN. 


1. Where in a guardian’s account a balance was struck at the end of 
every year and interest computed according to the rule in guardian 
accounts, and the receipts and expenditures were both in Confederate 
money, the scale was properly applied at the end of the war upon 
the balance then found to be'due. Coggins v. Flythe, 102. 


- It was not negligence in a guardian in 1865 to rent land and hire out 
slaves for cash in Confederate currency. J bid. 


8. Where a guardian allowed the administrator of an estate in which his 

wards were interested to take charge of the real estate, he is liable 

to his wards for the rents up to the time the land was sold to pay 
decedent’s debts. Jbdid. : 


4, A guardian is liable to his ward for negligence in failing to sue on a 
note due the ward until the parties thereto become insolvent. Ibid. 
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5. Although the courts will not order the payment of a lunatic’s debts 
contracted anterior to his lunacy, if it will deprive him or his family © 
of maintenance, yet where, in the settlement of the guardian’s ac- 
count, the lunatic being dead and his only child of age, it appears 
that the guardian, in good faith, paid such debts without prejudice 
to the estate, the disbursement will be allowed. McLean v. Breece, 
390. 


6. Where a guardian of a lunatic, by the issuance of a summons and 
filing his final account, began a proceeding for a settlement of his 
ward’s estate, and no pleadings were filed, but the matter has pended 
seven years, during which time there have been three references and 
four reports, besides numerous orders and two final judgments below, © 
and two appeals to this Court, an exception by plaintiff guardian 
to the final judgment on the ground that there are no pleadings in 
the cause will not be entertained, nor is it necessary in such case that 
pleadings be filed in this Court nunc pro tunc. bid. 


7. The clerk of the Superior Court has jurisdiction of settlements between 
guardian and ward, and, of course, between the guardian and the 
ward’s personal representative.. Ibid. 


\ 


HABEAS CORPUS. 


1. If it appear from the return of a writ of habeas corpus that the peti- 
tioner is detained on a criminal charge, the court may continue the 
hearing for a reasonable time to give the solicitor an opportunity to 
examine into the case. S. v. Jones, 669. 


2. Where, upon the return of a sheriff to a writ of habeas corpus, it 
appeared that the petitioners were in custody on a mittimus, regular 
in every way, from a justice of the peace, for failure to give bond 
for their appearance at the next term of the Superior Court to 
answer a criminal charge of which the court had jurisdiction, the 
detention, nothing else appearing, was clearly legal, and the burden 
was upon the petitioner to show wherein it was illegal, and not upon 
the State to show that they were lawfully in custody. Ibid. 


HANDWRITING. 


1. Although, under section 590 of The Code, a party to an action may 
not testify to the actual execution by the deceased person, whose 
administrator is a party, of a paper-writing constituting a personal 
transaction between him and the deceased, yet he may testify to the 
handwriting of the. deceased if he can. Sawyer v. Grandy, 42. 


2. An admittedly genuine signature to an affidavit made by an accused 

' person in the case in which he is being tried is a proper criterion for 

the comparison of incriminating writings purporting to be signed by 

him. §S. v. DeGraff, 688. 

HEARSAY TESTIMONY. : 

Hearsay testimony as to the residence of a person is inadmissible. Fergu- 

son v. Wright, 537. = 
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“HIGHWAY ROBBERY. 


The gist of the offense of highway robbery is not the taking of an article 
of value, but the taking by putting in fear or by force; hence the 
value or description of the article taken or attempted to be taken is 
not material in an indictment for such offense. S. v. Brown, 645. 


et OMESTEAD. 


1. The reservation of homestead exemptions in deed of seanwiene by 
each of two partners is not evidence of a fraudulent purpose. Davis 
v. Smith, 94. 


2. The designation of an irregular method of either setting apart the 
homestead or appraising personal property reserved by assighors in 
a deed of assignment does not vitiate the instrument or taint it with 
fraud. Therefore, where the assignors reserved from the operation 
of a deed of assignment the exemptions “allowed by law,’ the use 
of the words “to be set apart by the party of the second part” was 
neither conelusive nor presumptive evidence of fraud. Jbid. 


3. A sale of land under execution on a judgment recovered on a debt con- 
tracted since 1868 against a resident of this State entitled to a home- 
stead is void unless a homestead has been allotted, notwithstanding 
the fact that the tract of land so sold is other than that upon which 
the judgment debtor Beer es and not conlgucus thereto. Fulton v. 
Roberts, 421. 


4, The right to homestead exemption. in this State ceases ouie when, by 
reason of a change of residence, it begins in another State, or when 
a similar occupancy of a place of residence here by one coming from 
another State would entitle him to the benefit of section 2, Article X, 
of the Constitution. Jbid. 


5. The burden is upon one claiming an. ee omption. in lands sold under 
execution against him to show that no homestead had been allotted 
to him. When this is done the presumption of the regularity of the 
judicial proceedings and sale is rebutted. Ibid. 


. § When it is admitted or proven that a judgment debtor has been a resi- 
dent of this State, the legal presumption is that the status continues, 
and the burden of showing a change of domicile, when it becomes 
material to do so, rests upon him who asserts the change. Ibid. 


' 7. The possession by a homesteader, or one claiming under him, of land 
which has been sold or held subject to the homestead right, does not 
become adverse so as to Start the running of the statute of limitations 
until the purchaser’s right of action and entry accrues on the termi- 
nation of the exemption. Ladd v. Byrd, 466. 


- 8. Where land was sold in 1868 under a judgment on an old debt, no 
homestead being previously allotted, and in an action for possession 

by the purchaser it was decided that the debtor was entitled to a 
homestead in the land, which he had had allotted to him after said 

sale, and which he occupied until he died: Held, (1) that the pur- 
chaser was pregluded by such adjudication from demanding posses- 

sion until the falling in of the exemption, and hence the statute of | 
limitations did not begin to run against him until then; (2) that the 

_ debtor and those claiming under him were estopped from denying, 
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as against the creditor and those claiming under him, that they occu- 
pied the land in dispute as a homestead, and not in their assertion 
of a title adverse to the creditor, so long as the homestead right sub- 
sisted. Lbid. 


9, Where, in an action to recover possession of land, a ‘onicetand right 
is shown to have existed, the burden is on the plaintiff to show that 
it has terminated, not only by the death of the homesteader, but also 
by the death of his wit and the arrival at full age of his youngest 
child. Jbid. 


10. A sale of land under execution on a judgment rendered against a resi- . 

_ dent of this State on a debt contracted since 1868 is void as to the | 

defendant in the execution unless a homestead was allotted therein 

to him then, or unless he had a homestead already allotted in other 
lands. Ferguson v. Wright, 537. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


i Where, in an action by a wife living apart from her husband to recover 
certain articles of personal property alleged to have been given to 
her: by him before and after her marriage, there was no testimony 
as to the date of the marriage, such marriage will be presumed to 
have taken place since the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, in 
which case the wife is i of proving title to the property. a 
v. Loyd, 186. 


2. There is a presumption in favor of the validity of all gifts and con- 
tracts, and hence, when the uncontradicted fact appears that a hus- 
band gave to his wife articles of personal property, it must be in- 
ferred that the gift vested a title in her, and the burden is upon him 
in an action by the wife for the recovery of the property to show 
that the property was not given to her or that the attempted gift was 
invalid. Jbid. 


IMPRISONMENT. 


Where the defendant in a bastardy proceeding was placed in custody of 
the sheriff until fine, allowance, and costs were paid, and was com- 
mitted to jail by the sheriff under this order, and remained there 
for twenty days, and was then discharged under sections 2967 and 
2972 of The Code, and at a subsequent term was sentenced to the 
house of correction under section 38 of The Code: Held, (1) that 
placing the defendant in custody of the sheriff was, by necessary 
implication, an order to imprison upon failure to pay fine, allowance, 
and costs; (2) that defendant was properly discharged, and (3) that 
the sentence to the house of correction was erroneous, without regard 
to the fact whether there was or was not such a house in the county. 

. SLY, _ Burton, 655. 


_ INADEQUACY OF PRICE. 


While inadequacy of price will not per se vitiate a sale made by an in- 
solvent to a near relative, or to another, unless so gross as to appear 
that the purchaser got the property for nothing, yet it is always a 
suspicious circumstance in a transaction by an insolvent, and justifies. 


589 


INDEX 


INADEQUACY OF PRICE—Continued. 


careful scrutiny, and the greater the discrepancy the greater the 
suspicion. Shober v. Wheeler, 870. ; 


INDICTMENT. 


For affray, 633. 

For assault, 677. 

For assault and battery of pupil by teacher, 635. 
For burglary, 666. 

For carrying concealed weapons, 642. 

For carrying on trade without license, 628, 681. 
For disturbing public sehool, 686. 
For escape of prisoner, 622. 

For gambling, 631. 

For highway robbery, 645, 

For larceny, 639, 711. 

For murder, 678, 688, 716, 722. 

For perjury, 6388. 

For retailing without license, 653. 

For violation of local police regulations, 6838, 697. 


1. Where there are two counts in a bill of indictment, one good and the 
other defective, and a general verdict of guilty thereon, the presump- 
tion is that the conviction was upon the good count, and that the 
evidence supported the conviction. S. v. Edwards, 658. 


2, Where a bill of indictment charged a murder on 9 February, 18993, 
prior to the ratification on 11 February, 1898, of the act dividing 
murder into two degrees, and the evidence was that the killing was 
“on a Thursday -night’” in that month, and the 9th was Thursday, 
but there were two Thursdays in that month preceding and two suc- 
ceeding the 11th, it will be assumed, in favorem vite, that the crime 
was committed after the ratification of said act. S. v. Gilchrist, 673. | 


8. A bill of indictment following the form authorized by chapter 58, Laws 
1887, and using the words “feloniously, wilfully, and of malice afore- 
thought,” charges a wilful, deliberate, and premeditated killing, 
which, according to section 1, chapter 85, of the act of 1893, is murder 
in the first degree, and asthe highest crime is charged, the law per- 
mits a verdict of guilty of this crime, or of murder in the second 
degree, or of manslaughter. Jhid. 


4, In such case, it being in the power of a jury to render either one of 
three verdicts, it is as if there were three counts in the bill, and it 
is settled that where there are various counts in an indictment and 
testimony is offered as to one count only, and there is a general ver- 
dict of guilty, the verdict will be presumed to have been rendered 
upon the count to which the evidence was applicable. Ibid. 


INDICTMENT, SUFFICIENCY OF, 


1. The charge of the theft of “$5 in money of the value of $5” is good 
under The Code, sec. 1190, and is sustained by the proof of the theft 
of any kind of coin or treasury or bank notes without proof of the 
particular kind of coin.or treasury or bank note. S. v. Carter, 639. 
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2. Where an indictment for larceny laid the property in “‘W. A. C., agent 
of the Farmers Exchange,” and there was no exception that the evi- 
dence failed to show a special property in C.: Held, that the words 
“agent of Farmers Exchange” are mere surplusage, and the verdict 
of guilty establishes all the material facts charged in the indictment, 
including that of the ownership. Ibid. 


3. Since the act of 1891 (ch. 205, sec. 2) the joinder in an indictment for 
an offense of a count for a lesser offense, or for an attempt to commit 
the same, is mere surplusage. SN. v. Brown, 645. 


4. In an indictment for highway robbery the value or setae antan of the 
article taken, or attempted to be taken, is not material, since the gist 
of the offense is not the taking but a taking by puteing in fear or 
by foree. Ibid. 


5. Inasmuch as money is the measure of values, a charge in an indictment 
of taking ‘“‘ten dollars in money” is an allegation of taking “the value 
of ten dollars.” (The Code, sec. 1190.) Jbid. 


6. A charge in a bill of indictment for robbery that the defendant “did 
- make an assault” and “put in bodily fear and danger of his life,’ and 
“then and there feloniously and violently did seize, take and carry 
away ten dollars in money from the prosecutor,” is an explicit allega- 
tion of force. Indeed, the words “feloniously and violently” were of 
themselves sufficient. Ibid.: | 


INJUNCTION. 


1. Under chapter 6, Acts of 1893, to determine adverse claims to land, the 
owner of land is entitled to an injunction, pending the action, to 
restrain a judgment creditor of his vendor from selling the land under 

a judgment asserted to be a lien upon it. Mortgage Oo. v. Long, 1238. 


2. In a motion by the defendant for an order for plaintiff to show cause 
why satisfaction of a judgment should not be entered, and for an 
injunction, the findings 6f fact by the judge are conclusive. McAden 
v. Nutt, 489. 


3. Where, on the hearing of a motion for an injunction, ete., the defendant 
objected to the reading by the plaintiff of an affidavit by defendant’s 
counsel, on the ground that it related to matters privileged between 
attorney and client, and the affidavit’ was withdrawn without being 
read, but after judgment refusing the motion and dissolving the 
injunction the judge asked to see the affidavit, and read it: Held, 
that no harm could result to defendants therefrom, Ibid. 


4. Where a proceeding to attach a party for contempt, because of an 
alleged disobedience of an injunction order, was terminated by a 
refusal of the motion and a dismissal of the rule, the adjudication 
constitutes a complete defense against the further prosecution of the 
matter upon an affidavit identically the same as that upon which 
the first motion was based. Wilson v. Craige, 463. 


‘INJURY TO PROPERTY. 


Where a sewerage construction company, in laying its pipes in a street, 
punctured and injured the pipes of a gas company embedded in the 
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streets, causing loss to the gas company by the escape of its gas, such 
an injury to property was done as entitled the gas company to an. 
attachment under section 347 of The Code, that section having been 
amended by chapter 77, Acts 1893, so as to extend the right of attach- 
ment to cases where the injury is to real property. Gas Light Co. 

v. Construction Co., 549. 


INNOCENT PURCHASER OF NOTE BEFORE MATURITY, 481. 


1. A note given for usurious interest is void in the hands of a purchaser 
before maturity for value and without notice, to the extent to which 
the contract is usurious. Ward v. Sugg, 489. 


2. The remedy of the innocent holder is against the payee indorser of 
the note, and not against the maker. J bid. 


INSOLVENT DEBTOR, 655. 
INSOLVENT CORPORATION, 173. 


INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY. 


1. Requests for instructions to a jury not based on evidence are properly 
refused. Mitchell v. Bridgers, 63. 


2. Where there is no evidence to support a prayer for an instruction to 
the jury, it is not error to refuse to give it, aithough it contain a 
eorrect proposition of law. Kelly v. Fleming, 133. 


3. It is within the discretion of the trial judge whether he will consider 
or ignore prayers for special instructions to the jury handed to him 
after the time prescribed therefor. Shober v. Wheeler, 370. 


4, Where, in the trial of an action, the testimony of the plaintiff, who 
was the only witness as to the material issue, is of doubtful import 
and susceptible of two constructions, it is error to instruct the jury 
that, if they believe the witness, he is entitled to recover. Curtis v. 
Lumber Co., 417. 


5. The defendant cannot except to an error favorable to himself. Hence, 
when the judge erroneously instructed the jury that they might, in. 
their discretion, find the defendant guilty of burglary in the second 
degree, ‘although the family was in the house at the time of the 
entry,’ the defendant is not entitled to a new trial. S. v. Alston, 
666. 


6. The court could not charge, in a criminal case, that if “‘all the evidence 
was that the family was in the house at the time of the burglarious 
entry, the defendant was: guilty of burglary in the first degree,” be- 
cause the credibility of such evidence, though uncontradicted, is for 
the jury. Jbid. 


INSURABLE INTEREST. 


1. An insurable interest in the life of another is such an interest arising 
from the relation of the party obtaining the insurance, either as 
creditor of or surety for the assured, or from ties of blood or mar- 
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riage to him, as will justify a reasonable expectation of an advantage 
or benefit from the continuance a his life. Trinity College v. Ins. 
Co., 244. 


®, Except in cases where there are ties of blood or marriage, the expecta- 
tion of an advantage from the continuance of the life of the insured, 
in. order to be reasonable, must be founded in the existence of some 
contracts between the person whose life is insured and the benefici- 
ary, the fulfillment of which the death will prevent, and when this 
contractual relation does not exist, and there are no ties of blood or 
marriage, an insurance policy becomes what the law denominates a 
“wagering contract, and hence illegal and void, no matter what good 
object the parties may really have in view. Ibid. 


3. A policy of insurance issued on the life of a member of a religious 
organization, for the benefit of an institution deriving its patronage 
and support mainly from the members of such peHe.ous organization, 
is void. Jbid. 


INTENT. | 


Where an unequivocal purpose of violence is accompanied by an act 
which, if not stopped or diverted, will be followed by personal injury, 
the execution of the purpose—the battery—is begun and a criminal 
assault is committed. 8S. v. Reavis, 677. 


INTEREST. 

1, Where it was stipulated in a mortgage securing a note bearing interest 
at six per cent per annum that after default in payment of the note 
the maker should pay eight per cent per annum during the continu- 
ance of such default: Held, in an action to foreclose the mortgage, 
that the plaintiff is entitled to recover the debt, with eight per cent 
interest after maturity, as provided in the mortgage. nas? v. Shine, 
284. 


2, When a note is declared void by a statute it is void into whosesoever 
hands it may come, but when the statute merely declares it illegal, 
the note is good in the hands of an innocent holder. Ward v. Sugg, 
489. 


8. The purpose and effect of section 3836 of The Code, which provides 
that “the taking of a rate of interest greater than is allowed shall be 
deemed a forfeiture of the entire interest,’ was to make void, ipso 
facto, all agreements for usurious interest. Jbid. 


4, A note given for usurious interest is void in the hands of a purchaser 
before maturity for value and without notice, to the extent to which 
the contract is usurious. Ibid. 


5. The remedy of the innocent holder, as to the interest, is against the 
payee who has indorsed the note to him, and not against the maker. 
Ibid. 
ISLAND, LOW-WATER MARGIN OF. 
1. Where an island in an unnavigable stream or in a swamp is granted 
by the name by which it is generally known, it is not necessary to 
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run or call for lines and corners, the low-water margin of the island 
being more durable and preferable as a certain description to courses 
and distances. Lewis v. Lumber Co., 59. 


2. By the grant of an island, designated by the name by which it is gen- 
erally known, all of the land surrounded by water at the low-water 
mark passes. Sudden accretions are not added to it, and when nature 
no longer marks the original line it is competent to prove by the 
testimony of living witnesses, or competent declarations of persons 
deceased, where the line was located when the land was granted, 
Ibid, 


ISSUES, 294. 


1. Where an issue involved by the pleadings was not tendered, and the 
issues submitted were not objected to on the trial, a party in such 
default cannot complain of the consequences of his own neglect. Mfaw- 
well v. McIver, 288. 


2. Where the burden upon each of three issues was upon the plaintiff, 
and the answer to the third depended upon the response to the others, 
it was not error to charge, in substance, that the burden of the two 
issues was on the plaintiff. Fugg v. Loan Assn., 364. 


3. The trial judge has power in the exercise of a sound discretion to settle 
the issues for the jury, and such exercise. is not reviewable in this 
Court unless the record shows that the form of the issues was such 
as to preclude the complaining party from having presented to the 
jury some view of the law arising out of the evidence. Redmond v. 
Mullenaz, 505. ; 


4, Where the pleadings do not distinctly and unequivocally raise an issue 
it should not be submitted. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


5. In an action for an account, plaintiff alleged that he bad conveyed by 
absolute deed to the defendant B. certain lands in consideration of 
her agreement that when the land should be sold plaintiff should 
have one-half of the proceeds, and that the land had been sold and 
defendant refused to account, ete. A. was allowed to become a party 
defendant, and in her answer alleged that she was the equitable 
owner of the land, as against the plaintiff, by reason of a deed or 
contract to convey the same, dated but not registered before the deed 
to defendant B., which allegations plaintiff in his reply denied: Held, 
(1) that A. was properly allowed to become a‘ party; (2) that the 
truth of the allegations made by A. and controverted by the plaintiff 
should be inquired into, and it was error to refuse to admit issues | 
framed to cover all the controverted transactions between the plaintiff 
and each of the defendants in relation to the land, so that if plaintiff . 
is correct in his allegations an account may be ordered, and if the 
facts alleged by A. are found to be true, the court may adjudge the 
rights of the respective claimants and frame the order of reference 
accordingly. Jbid. 


JUDGES, POWERS OF, AS TO VERDICT. 


1. In a criminal action the trial judge cannot direct a verdict: on the 
testimony, for the jury must pass on the credibility of the testimony. 
S. v. Winchester, 641. a 
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2. A judge may not direct a verdict in a criminal case, even when the 
evidence for the State is uncontradicted. Distinction between civil 
and criminal actions in this respect noted and discussed. WS. v. Riley, 
648, 


JUDGE’S DISCRETION, 688, 716. 


1. Although, where an appeal from a justice of the peace is regularly 
docketed in due time in the Superior Court, and proper notice of 
the appeal has not been given, a judge may, in his discretion, permit 
notice of appeal to be then given, yet he has no discretion to revive 
an appeal lost by delay and to permit the same to be docketed at a 
subsequent term to the one to which it should have been returned. 
Davenport v. Grissom, 38. 


2. Whenever ‘the law affords any other adequate remedy by which a 
party can enforce his rights, the proceeding by attachment for a 
contempt is always in the discretion of the court, and a refusal to 
exercise it cannot be reviewed on appeal. Murray v. Berry, 46. 


3. The trial judge has power, in the exercise of a sound discretion, to 
settle the issues for the jury, and such exercise is not reviewable in 
this Court unless the record shows that the form of the issues was 
such as to preclude the complaining party from having presented to 
the jury some view of the law arising out of the evidence. Redmond 
v. Mullenaxz, 505. 


4, The trial in the Superior Court on appeal from a conviction in a 
justice’s court being de novo, it is competent for the judge, in his 
discretion, to impose a heavier or lighter penalty than the sentence 
of the justice, provided the punishment does not exceed the limit 
which the justice might have imposed. 8S. v. Stafford, 685. 


5. The trial judge has authority, in the exercise of a sound discretion, 
to excuse a juror at his own request, as a favor to him and before 
he has been accepted as one of the panel. S. v. Barber, 711. 


'6. Where, in the trial of an indictment containing two counts, one for 
larceny and the other for receiving, etc, the testimony tending to 
show that some of the defendants (who were convicted under the 
count for larceny) had been stealing tobacco from the same owner 
at various times, and had been disposing of it at a price much below 
its market value to B., who knew it to have been stolen, it was within 
the discretion of the trial judge to determine whether he would com- 

- pel the State to elect on which count it should proceed against B. 
Ibid. 


JUDGE, FINDINGS OF FACT BY. 
When conclusive, 489. 


1. The requirement of section 1291 of The Code ina .in application for 
alimony, the judge shali find such allegations of the complaint to be 
true as will entitle the plaintiff to the order, applies only when such 
allegations are controverted, since, by that section, the defendant has 
the right to controvert the same, and it is sufficient if the judge find 
that no answer was filed and adjudge the alimony to be paid. 
Zimmerman v. Zimmerman, 482. 
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JUDGE, FINDINGS OF FACT BY—Continued. 


2. 


3. 


The provisions of section 1288 of The Code, that the allegations of the 
complaint in an action for divorce “are deemed to be denied,” applies 
only to the trial upon the merits, since the facts must be found by 
a jury. On a motion for alimony the judge finds the facts. Ibid. 


Where a petit juror, upon being challenged and examined, declared 
that his opinions, adverse to the prisoner, had been founded on rumor 
only, and that, after hearing the evidence, he could render a fair 
-and impartial verdict, an exception to the finding of the court that 
he was impartial cannot be sustained. 8S. v. DeGraff, 688. 


JUDGMENT. 


1. 


bo 


oh) 


While, for many reasons, it is the better practice that a judgment 
should be signed by the judge, it is not mandatory nor necessary to 
its validity that it should be done. Bond v. Wool, 20. 


. When a judgment of the Superior Court was affirmed on appeal, an 


entry on the docket of the Superior Court, “Judgment as per tran- 
script filed from the Supreme Court,” was sufficient and a termina- 
tion of the action. The former judgment having been merely sus- 
pended, and not vacated by the appeal, the affirmation by the 
Supreme Court ended the suspension, and the office of the last judg- 
ment was simply formal, to direct the execution to proceed and to 
carry the costs subsequently accrued. Jbid. 


. The clerk of the Superior Court, having jurisdiction of proceedings 


against a guardian for a settlement, a judgment rendered therein is 
an estoppel to an action in the Superior Court between the same 
parties and upon the same question, and cannot be attacked col- 
laterally, but can be impeached for fraud only by a direct proceeding 
for that purpose. Donnelly ©. Wilcow, 408. 


. Full faith and credit should be given to a judgment of a court of 


another State when it appears from the certified record thereof that 
the court had acquired jurisdiction of the parties and the subject- 
matter, and no defense is available against it which might have been 
set up in the court in which the judgment was rendered. Edwards 
v, Jones, 453. 


. A judgment on which costs only are due, the same being in favor of 


the plaintiff and not of the officers of the court, is not barred by 
section 155 (8). Cowles v. Hall, 359. 


JUDGMENT BASED ON VERDICT. 


1. The Legislature has no right, directly or indirectly, to annul in whole 


2 


or in part a judgment already rendered, or to reopen and rehear 
judgments by which the rights of the parties are finally adjudicated 
and vested. Morrison v. McDonald, 827. 


A judgment based on a verdict, and from which there was no appeal, 


-yendered before the passage of the act (ch. 81, Acts 1898) extending 


the remedial effect of section 274 of The Code to judgments based 
on verdict, cannot be set aside for excusable neglect, ete. Jbid. 
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JUDGMENT, CONFESSION OF BY CORPORATION. 


A confession of judgment by an insolvent corporation in favor of a 
director who is a creditor, and upon a debt theretofore existing, is 
void as against other creditors. Hill v. Lumber Co., 173. 


JUDGMENT, IRREGULAR. 


An action will not Iie to vacate and set aside and enjoin the execution 
of an irregular and voidable judgment of a justice of the peace where 
no fraud is alleged, the proper remedy being a motion before the 
justice who rendered the judgment, or his successor in office, to set 
aside the judgment, or a writ of recordari in the nature of a writ 
of false judgment in the Superior Court. Gallop v. Allen, 24. 


JUDICIAL ACT. 


An officer clothed with judicial functions cannot delegate the discharge 
of the same to a deputy. Piland v. Taylor, 1. 


JURISDICTION. 


Of Railroad Commission. See Railroad Commission. 
Of State and Federal courts, 608. 


1. When a creditor having items of account contracted by a debtor at 
different dates consolidates them and renders a statement to the 
debtor, claiming the round sum, to which the debtor makes no objec- 
tion, the creditor cannot afterwards separate the items so as to sue 
on them separately before a justice of the peace. Marks v. Bal- 
lance, 28. 


2. The Superior Court has jurisdiction of an action not based on contract, 
but for the recovery of property alleged to exceed $50 in value, and 
if the value is less than $50 the Superior Court has concurrent juris- 
diction with a justice of the peace. (The Code, sec. 887.) Crinkley 
v, Egerton, 142. 


8. A summons in a proceeding for the allotment of dower is returnable 
before the clerk of the Superior Court, and not to the court in term. 
Gatewood v. Tomlinson, 312. 


4, The clerk of the Superior Court has jurisdiction of settlements between 
guardian and ward and, of course, between the guardian and the 
ward’s personal representative. McLean v. Breece, 390. 


5. The words in the warrant, “inflicting bruises on her person,” is not a 
sufficient allegation of serious injury to deprive the justice of juris- 
diction. S. v. Stafford, 685. 


6. The act of 1887 (ch. 68), as amended by the act of 1891 (ch. 26), 
| giving exclusive jurisdiction to justices of the peace of the offense 
of carrying concealed weapons, was in force on 25 December, 1892, 
and where a defendant committed the offense on that date and was 
indicted therefor in October, 1898, under the act of 1893 (ch. 10), 
which repealed the Acts of 1887 and 1891 and restored the jurisdiction 
to the Superior Court, the indictment was properly quashed. S. v. 

Ramsour, 642. 
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JURISDICTION—-Continued. 


7. Section 1076 of The Code is not repealed or suspended by the provisions - 
of section 35, chapter 294, Acts 1893, and the Superior Court (or a 
criminal court of like jurisdiction) has cognizance of the offense of 
retailing without license. S. v. Edwards, 6538. 


8. So, also, such court has jurisdiction of an indictment for commission of 
the offense created by section 85, chapter 294, unless it appears in 
evidence that the offense was created within twelve months before 
finding the bill. Jbdid. 


JURORS. 


Where a petit juror, upon being challenged and examined, declared that 
his opinions, adverse to the prisoner, had been founded on rumor 
only, and that, after hearing the evidence, he could render a fair 
and impartial verdict, an exception to the finding of the court that 
he was impartial cannot be sustained. S. v. DeGraff, 688. 


JUROR, WHEN EXCUSED. 


The trial judge has authority, in the exercise of a sound discretion, to 
excuse a juror at his own request, as a favor to him, and before he 
has been accepted as one of the panel. S. v. Burton, 711. 


JURY. 


1. In answer to an issue, “Is F. the owner of the property described in 
the pleadings, or any part thereof? If so, what part?’ the jury 
responded “Yes”: Held, that the response was sufficiently intelligible 
and properly understocd to mean that F. was the owner of all the 
property. Kelly v. Fleming, 1338. 


2. Under chapter 454, Acts 1889, creating two degrees of burglary, the 
jury are not vested with the discretionary power as to the degree for 
which they should convict, but should find according to the evidence, 
as they believe the facts to be. (8. v. Fleming, 107 N. C., 905.) 
S. v, Alston, 666. 


JURY, CHALLENGE TO THE ARRAY, 716. 


JUSTICE OF THE PEACE, 


1. An action will not lie to vacate and set aside and enjoin the execution 
of an irregular and voidable judgment of a justice of the peace where 
no fraud is alleged, the proper remedy being a motion before the 
justice who rendered the judgment, or his successor in office, to set 
_ aside the judgment, or a writ of recordari in the nature of a writ of 

. false judgment in the Superior Court. Gallop v. Allen, 24, 


2. Irregularity of service is waived by appearance and plea in bar; there- 
fore, although a summons issued by one justice cannot be made re- 
turnable before another, except in cases provided by statute to that 
effect, yet if the person served with process so issued appear, and 
instead of moving to dismiss enter a plea in bar, he will be deemed 
to have waived the objection. Cherry v. Lilly, 26. 
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE---Continued. 


3.-When a creditor having items of account contracted by a debtor at 
different dates consolidates them and renders a statement to the 
debtor, claiming the round sum, to which the debtor makes no objec- 
tion, the creditor cannot afterwards separate the items so as to sue 
on them separately before a justice of the peace. Marks v. Bal- 
lance, 28. 


4, An appeal from a judgment of a dustios of the peace rendered more 
than ten days before the next ensuing term of the Superior Court 
should be docketed at that term, and an attempted docketing at a 
subsequent term is a nullity. In such case the court properly held 

; that the appeal was not in the Superior Court, and that plaintiff 
appellant could not take a nonsuit. Davenport v. Grissom, 38. 


5. The justices of the peace of a county can lawfully meet, organize and 
act only at the time of their regular annual meeting (first Monday 
in June) and on such days as the board of commissioners may 
appoint for special meetings, not oftener than once in three months. 
Moore v. Comrs., 128. 


6. A meeting of the justices of the peace of a county held on a day other 
than the first Monday in June, and called, not by the commissioners | 
but by the chairman of the board of justices, was not a lawful meet- 
ing, and its proceedings were unauthorized and without force. Jbid. 


7. A justice of the peace has power to amend ahy warrant, process, 
pleading, or proceeding in any action pending before him, either 
civil or criminal, either in form or substance. Cow v. Grisham, 279. 


8. Where, in an action of claim and delivery of personal property, the 
allegation as to the yalue was omitted in the summons, the justice 
of the peace properly allowed a motion to amend by filling in the 
blank left for such allegation. Jbid. 


9. In such case, the evidence being uncontradicted that the value was less 
than fifty dollars, such amendment could have been made after verdict 
and judgment, and if the omission was by mistake or inadvertence, 
the amendment could have been allowed in the Superior Court, not 
to give jurisdiction, but to make it appear by the summons that it 
had not been improperly exercised. Jbid. 


10. In addition to the fact that the power to punish for contempt is in- 
herent in all courts and essential to their existence, the authority 
given in this respect to justices of the peace by section 651 of The 
Code is extended to mayors by section 3818 of The Code. S. v. 
Aiken, 651. 


KILLING STOCK, NEGLIGENCE OF RATLROAD COMPANY. 


It is the duty of a railroad company to remove such growth, whether of 
shrubs, trees or grain, as is calculated to obstruct the view of its 
engineers, to the outer bank of the side ditches of its roadbed, and 
when, by reason of such growth between the track and the side 
drain, a horse was concealed from the view of the engineer and got 
upon the track in front of the moving train and was killed, the rail- 
road company was negligent and liable, although, after seeing the 
horse on the track, the engineer did all he could to avoid the col- 
lision. Ward v. R. R., 566. 
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LANDLORD AND TENANT, 410. 


1. In an action for the recovery of crops, and for the value of part of the 
same alleged to have been wrongfully converted by the defendant, 
instituted by plaintiff, who had advanced supplies to the maker of 
the crops, against defendant, who claimed such crops as landlord 
(which relation was denied by plaintiff), a motion to dismiss the 
action, on the ground that the defendant being entitled as landlord 
to the possession of the crops, no action would lie against him, was. 
properly refused; for, aside from the controversy-.as to the defend- 
ant’s relation as landlord, he would be liable, if landlord, to account 
to plaintiff for the value of the crops in excess of his lien. Crinkley . 
wv. Egerton, 142. 


2. Where land is sold on credit, and a mortgage is executed by the vendee 
to the vendor upon the property to secure payment of the installments, 
the vendor, as mortgagee, has the right of possession. Hence it is 
competent for the parties to contract that the possession shall be 
held by the purchaser till payment made, and that in consideration 
thereof the relation of the parties shall be that of landlord and 
tenant. Such contract not being oppressive, nor against public policy 
nor any statute, the courts cannot restrict the freedom of contract by 
declaring it invalid. Jbid. 


3. In such case the landlord’s lien for rent takes priority of a mortgage 
for advancements, especially when the parties contract that the land- 
lord’s lien for rent shall be retained. Jbdid. 


LAND MORTGAGED, TREATED AS SURETY, WHEN. \ 


Where a husband mortgages his property for his debt, and in the same 
mortgage the wife conveys her own separate property as security 
for the same debt, her property so conveyed will be treated in all 
respects as a surety, and will be discharged by anything that would 
discharge a surety or guarantor who was personally liable. Hinton. 
v. Greenleaf, 6 


LARCENY. 


The charge of the theft of “$5 in money of value of $5” is good under 
The Code, sec. 1190, and is sustained by the proof of the theft of any 
kind of coin or treasury or bank notes without proof of the particular 
kind of coin or treasury or bank note. S. v. Carter, 689. 


LEASE BY STRANGER TO ONE IN POSSESSION OF LAND, 410. 


LESSOR AND LESSEE, 142, 410, 444. . 


1, Where, upon the trial of an action to recover rent in which the de- - 
fendant set up a counterclaim for damages caused by plaintiffs 
breach of contract, it appeared that as a part of the contract of 
leasing the land the lessor had agreed to have certain ditches cleared 
out, and by reason of his failure to do so the land was flooded and 
the erop lessened, evidence as to the effect which such failure had 
upon the crop and to what extent it was damaged thereby was com- 
petent as affording a basis to the jury for the measurement of the 
damages sustained by the defendant by the breach of contract. 
Spencer v. Hamilton, 49. 
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LESSOR AND LESSEE —Continued. 


2. In such case the true measure of damages is not what it would have 
cost the defendant himself to clear out ditches, but the defendant’s 
loss by having to work an undrained instead of a drained farm. 
(Sledge v. Reid, 73 N. C., 440; Foard v. R. R., 53 N. C., 235, and other’ 
cases of like import distinguished.) Jbid. 


LIBEL. 


If words are actionable in themselves and ‘“unprivileged,” falsity and 
malice are prima facie presumed; if they are “absolutely privileged,” 
falsity and malice are irrebuttably negatived;: in case of “qualified 
privilege,” falsity and malice must be proven; and while proof of 
falsity will not raise a presumption of malice, proof of malice will 
remove the protection of privilege and shift the burden of proving. 
the truth of the charge upon the defendant. Byrd v. Hudson, 203. 


LICENSE. 
Indictment for failure to obtain, 628. 


LICENSE, SELLING BY SAMPLE WITHOUT. . 


1A “neddler” is one who sells and delivers the identical goods he carries 
about with him. S. v. Lee, 681. 


2. One who sells ranges, etc., by sample and by taking orders for goods 
to be thereafter delivered and paid for is not indictable for failure 
‘to pay tbe tax imposed upon the business of peddling ranges, ete., 
by section 28, chapter 294, Acts 1893. Jbid. 


LICENSE FOR USE OF STREETS BY RAILROAD, 610. 


City authorities are empowered to issue license for the laying down a 
street railway track upon the streets of the city and for the eee 
of the railway. Atkinson v. Street Ry., 581. 


LIENS CONFLICTING, 76, 142, 444. 


LIFE ESTATE BY DEVISE. 


1. Where an estate is given for life only, with a power. of disposition or 
to appoint the fee by deed or will, the devisee takes only an estate 
for life, unless there be some manifest and general intent of the 
testator which would be defeated by adhering to the particular intent. 
Long v. Waldraven, 387. 


2. Where a testator, in one item of his will, directed that all of his estate, 
real and personal, should be given to his wife during her natural life, 
and in a subsequent item declared, “It is my will that, after the death 
of my wife, my estate shall be equally divided between the heirs of 
my brothers and sisters, with the exception of one-third of my estate, 
which I leave at the disposal of my wife, to be left as she may will’: 
Held, that the wife was entitled to an estate for life in all the prop- 
erty, and to dispose of one-third of it by will, and the power not being 
exercised as to the third, the whole property, upon the death of the 

wife, vested in the heirs of the testator’s brothers and sisters per 
capita. Ibid, 

601 


INDEX 


LIMITATIONS, STATUTE OF. 


1. When a mortgage was duly recorded in the proper county the fact 
that the mortgagor, in whose possession the property remained, took 
it out of the State and sold it there, does not start the running of the 
statute against the mortgagee or his assignee. Woody v. Jones, 258, 


2. Payment on a bond secured by mortgage before it goes out of date, and 
within ten years before suit brought, will prevent the bar of the 
statute of limitations, and a purchaser of the land at a mortgage sale 
will not be barred. Williams v. Kerr, 300. 


3. A mortgagor in possession of land holds under the mortgage, as also a 
purchaser from such mortgagor, provided he had notice of the mort- 
. gage, or if the mortgage was on record at the time of the purchase, 
and a seven years holding by such mortgagor or his purchaser will 

not give title. Ibid. 


4, Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, it appeared that the 
defendant purchased the land from the mortgagor within less than a 
year before the mortgagee brought suit to foreclose the mortgage, the 

_ trial judge correctly charged the jury that if the defendant bought 
the land with actual knowledge of the mortgage, agreeing to assume 
the debt, he would be in possession under the mortgage, and further, 
that he would not have had possession long enough to make his title 
good against the mortgagee, even if his possession was adverse and 
without notice. bid. © 


 §. The words “I propose to settle,” written in answer to a letter demand- 
ing payment of a note barred by the lapse of time, amount to an 
acknowledgment or new promise sufficient to take the case out of the 
operation of the statute of limitations. Taylor v. Miller, 340, 


6 A plaintiff in a judgment on which costs only are due is not barred by 

section 155 (8) from proper proceedings to enforce his claim, the same 
being in his fayor and not of the officers of the court. Cowles v. 
Hall, 359. | . 


7. The limitation for the commencement of actions prescribed by section 
155 (9) is three years from the discovery of the mistake, and not ~ 
from the date of the mistake. Stubbs v. Motz, 458. 


8. Where, in an action brought to correct a mutual mistake in a settlement 
of accounts, the defendant pleaded the statute of limitations, and it 
did not appear in the complaint that the mistake was discovered more 
than three years before suit brought, the plaintiff should have been 
permitted to prove, if he could, that such discovery was within three 
years before the commencement of the action. Jbid. 


9. The possession by a homesteader, or one claiming under him, of land 
which has been sold or held subject to the homestead right, does not 

* become adverse so as to start the running of the statute of limitations 
until the purehaser’s right of action and entry accrues on the termina- 
tion of the exemption. Ladd v. Byrd, 466. 


10. Where land was sold in 1868 under a judgment on an old debt, no 
homestead being previously allotted, and in an action for possession 

by the purchaser it was decided that the debtor was entitled to a 

_ homestead in ‘the land, which he had had allotted to him after said 
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DIST TIONS: STATUTE OF —Continued. 


sale, and which he occupied until he died: Held, (1) that the pur- 
chaser was precluded by such adjudication from demanding posses- 
sion until the falling in of the exemption, and hence the statute of 
limitations did not begin to run against him until then; (2) that the 
debtor and those claiming under him were estopped from denying, as 
against the creditor and those claiming under him, that they occupied 
the land in dispute as a homestead, and not in their assertion of a 
title adverse to the creditor, so long as the homestead right sub- — 
sisted. Ibid. 


11. Although an action on a note be barred by the statute, the lien created 
by the mortgage given to secure it is not impaired by the»xrunning of 
the statute of limitations on the debt. Jenkins v. Wilkinson, 582. 


12. Where the charter of a railroad provided that, in the absence of any 
contract with the owner, it should be presumed that the land over 
which the road runs, with a space of 100 feet on each side, has been 
granted to the corporation, and the corporation took a deed for less 
than 100 feet within two years after its completion, this prevented 
the limitation in the charter from applying, and the corporation got 
no title to land lying outside of the deed, but within 100 feet of the 
track, by the lapse of the two years. Dargan v. R. R., 596. 


MANDAMUS. — 


Where a statute (section 2751 of The Code) provides that an incorporated 
' town shall regulate the line on deep water in front of the lands of 
proprietors, to enable the latter to erect wharves, etc., thereon, .the 
performance of such duty may ne compelled by the courts. Wool v. 
Edenton, 33. 


MARRIAGE, 186. 


MARRIED WOMAN, 6. See, also, Feme-.Covert. 


1. A married woman has an inchoate right or estate in one-third in value 
of all the lands of which her husband is possessed during coverture, 
but its enjoyment is postponed by the law until his death, and is con- 
tingent upon her surviving him; therefore, 


2. Where the husband’s land was sold under execution, the wife cannot, 
in his lifetime, have her dower allotted until his death before her. 
Gatewood v. Tomlinson, 312. 


3. A married woman engaged in merchandising, by an instrument signed 
by herself, under seal, with the written assent of her husband, duly 
probated upon her privy examination and registered, acknowledged 
her indebtedness to plaintiff in a certain sum for goods sold and 
delivered to her, and further declared as follows: “And I being a 
married woman and being possessed of a separate estate of both real 
and personal property, all of which is situated in New Bern, N. C., 
and desiring to secure the payment of the above sum to the said 
parties, etc.: Now, therefore, be it known that I hereby convey to 
the said parties aforesaid, their heirs and assigns, such an interest 
in the said separate estate, both real and personal, as will secure the 
payment of the above expressed amount, hereby making the said sum 
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*MARRIED WOMAN—Continued. 


a charge upon the said separate estate for the purpose herein ex- 
pressed”: Held, (1) that such instrument has all the essential ele- 
ments of a mortgage, and is a lien upon the separate personal estate 
of the married woman in New Bern; (2) that being a mortgage, the 
words added at the end. of the instrument—“hereby making said sum 
a charge upon said separate estate’—are surplusage and do not in- 
validate or revoke the preceding conveyance as a mortgage and. 
change it into a mere charge upon the separate estate, so as to entitle 
the married woman to her personal property oe Strouse wv, 
Cohen, 349, 


“MAYOR. 


In addition to the fact that the power to punish for contempt is inherent 
in all courts and essential to their existence, the authority given in 
this respect to justices of the peace by section 651 of The Code is. 
extended to mayors by section 3818 of The Code. 8S. v. Aiken, 651. 


~MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 


The measure of liability of a sheriff who delivers property, seized in 
. claim and delivery proceedings, to the defendant without taking a 
proper undertaking for its return, is the delivery of the property to 
the plaintiff (if such delivery be adjudged), with damages for its 
deterioration, or (failing delivery) the value of the property, and 
to subject the sheriff as surety, it is necessary to show that execution 

has been returned unsatisfied. Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


-MISJOINDER OF PARTIES, 383, 74, 190. 


- MISTAKE, 


1. After delivery of, statute of limitations begins to run. Stubbs v. Motz, 
458. 


2. Where there has been no misrepresentation, and where there is no 
ambiguity in the terms of the contract, a party to it cannot be allowed 
to evade the performance of it by the simple statement that he has 
made a mistake. If, however, a proposal by one evidently contains 
a mistake, the other cannot, by snapping at it, be permitted to take. 
advantage of the error. Borden v. R. R., 570. 


- MONEY. 


Inasmuch as money is the measure of values, a charge in an indictment 
of taking “ten dollars in money” is an allegation of taking “the value 
of ten dollars.” (The Code, sec. 1190.) 8S. v. Brown, 645. 


- MOTION TO QUASH INDICTMENT. 


A motion to quash a bill of indictment for the disqualification of a grand 
juror, if made before plea, will. be granted as a matter of right, but 
if made after plea it may be granted or not, in the sound discretion 
of the trial judge, and in the latter case, if the motion be declined 
without: the-assignment of any reason, it will be assumed that such 
discretion..was-exercised, and no appeal will lie. 8S. v. DeGraff, 688. 
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MORTGAGE OF CHATTELS, 406. 


The statute (see. 1, ch. 91, Acts 1891) requiring the privy examination of 
a wife to be taken whenever her husband conveys household or — 
kitchen furniture does not apply to an absolute sale of such property, 
‘but only to a conveyance by chattel mortgage or other way by which 
a lien can be imposed thereon. Kelly v. Fleming, 133. | 


(Quere: Whether the provisions of the act could be made to apply in case 

of a chattel mortgage, etc., by a husband, of his.own household and 

| kitchen furniture, at any rate, of such as was owned by him before 
the passage of the act.) | 


MORTGAGE, 349. 


1. Where a husband mortgages his property for his debt, and in the same 

‘mortgage the wife conveys her own separate property as security for 

the same debt, her property so conveyed will be treated in all respects 

as a surety, and will be discharged by anything that would discharge 

a surety or guarantor who was personally liable. Hinton v. Green- 
leaf, 6. 


2. Registration of a mortgage is not sufficient notice to prevent the opera- 
tion of an estoppel in pais. Morris v. Herndon, 236. 


o. Where B., the owner of a second mortgage, induced A., a first mort- 
gagee, to take another mortgage on the same property to secure the 
same indebtedness, thereby giving to the second mortgage a legal 
priority over the new mortgage, A. having no actual notice of B’s 
lien: Held, that B. was not a mere silent bystander, but a participant 
in the transaction, and he cannot be permitted to retain the advantage 
obtained under such circumstances. Jbid. 


A. When the mortgagor of property is left in possession, he or his vendee 
holds it for the mortgagee, and his possession does not become adverse 
so as to set the statute of limitations in motion until condition broken. 
Woody v. Jones, 258. | 


5. Where a mortgage was duly recorded in the proper county, the fact that 
the mortgagor, in whose possession the property remained, took it out 
of the State and sold it there, does not start the running of the statute 
against the mortgagee or his assignee. Ibid. 


6. A mortgage on property being duly registered, the legal title passes to 

the mortgagee, and a levy and sale of the property to satisfy taxes 

’ due by the mortgagor do not carry the title to the purchaser divested 
‘of the lien of the mortgage. Ibid. 


7. A provision in a mortgage which contains no power of sale, that after 
default in payment of the debt the mortgagee may take possession of 
the land and receive the rents until the rights of the parties shall be 

fully adjusted “according to law,” does not prevent the mortgagee . 
from seeking a sale of the land under a decree of foreclosure. Stewart 
v. Bardin, 277. 


. Where it was stipulated in a mortgage securing a note bearing interest 
at six per cent per annum, that after default in payment of the note 
the maker should pay eight per cent per annum during the continu- 
ance of such default: Held, in an action to foreclose the mortgage, | 
that the plaintiff is entitled to recover the debt, with eight per cent 
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‘interest after maturity, as a in the mortgage. Pass v. Shine, 
284. 


5. Payment on a bond secured by mortgage before it goes out of date, 
and. within ten years before suit brought, will prevent the bar of the 
statute of limitations, and a purchaser of the land at a mortgage sale 
will not be barred: Williams v. Kerr, 306. 


10. Where land is sold on credit, and a mortgage is executed by the vendee 
to the vendor upon the property to secure payment of the install- 
ments, the vendor, as mortgagee, has the right of possession, Hence 
it is competent for the parties to contract that the possession shall be 
held by the purchaser till payment made, and that in consideration 
thereof the relation of the parties shall be that of landlord and tenant. 
Such contract not being oppressive, nor against public policy nor any 
statute, the courts cannot restrict the freedom of contract by de- 
claring it invalid. Crinkley v. Egerton, 444. 


11. In such case the landlord’s lien for rent takes priority of a mortgage 
for advancements, especially when the parties contract that the land- 
- lord’s lien for rent shall be retained. Jbid. 


* 12. Although an action on a note be barred by the statute, the lien created 
by the mortgage given to secure it is not impaired by the running of 
the statute of limitations on the debt. Jenkins v. Wilkinson, 582. 


13. Where a note was made payable to “J., cashier,” and collateral security 
delivered to him, he being a member and cashier of the firm of 
“OC. & J.,” the owners of the debt, an action for the foreclosure of the 
mortgage security was properly brought in the name of the cashier, 
he being the holder of the collateral as trustee for the firm. Jbid. 


MORTGAGED PROPERTY. 
Proceeds of sale of, how applied. Bonner v. Styron, 30. 


MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGER, 321. 


1. While a mortgagee must apply the proceeds of any part of mortgaged 
property on the mortgage debt, if the mortgagor instructs bim to do 
so, or if no instructions are given and he is not at liberty of his own 
accord to apply such proceeds on another debt, yet if the mortgagor 
consents or directs that such application shall be made, and it is so 
made, the mortgagor cannot be allowed to say that an application of 
his money made at his request or on his demand was.a misapplica- 
tion. Bonner v. Styron, 30. 


2, When the mortgagor of property is left in possession, he or his vendee 

holds it for the mortgagee, and his possession does not become adverse 

so as to set the statute of limitations in motion until condition broken. 
Woody v. Jones, 253. 


8. Where a mortgage was duly recorded in the proper settee 4 the fact 
that the mortgagor, in whose possession the property remained, took 
it out of the State and sold it there, does not start the running of the 
statute against the mortgagee or his assignee. /bid. 
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MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE—Continued. 


4. A mortgagor in possession of land holds under the mortgage, as also a 
purchaser from such mortgagor, provided he had notice of the mort- 
gage, or if the mortgage was on record at the time of the purchase, 
and a seven years holding by such mortgagor or his purchaser will 
not give title. Williams v. Kerr, 306. 


5, Where, in the trial of an action to recover land, it appeared that the 
defendant purchased the land from the mortgagor within less than a 
year before the mortgagee brought suit to foreclose the mortgage, the 
trial judge correctly charged the jury that if the defendant bought 
the land with actual knowledge of the mortgage, agreeing to assume 
the debt, he would be in possession under the mortgage, and further, 
that he would not have had possession long enough to make his title 
good against the mortgagee, even if his possession was adverse and 
without notice. Jbid. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, 


1. Where a statute (section 2751 of The Code) provides that an incor- 
porated town shall regulate the line on deep water in front of the 
lands of proprietors, to enable the latter to erect wharves, etc, 
thereon, the performance of such duty may be compelics by thie 
courts. Wool v. Hdenton, 33. 


2, City authorities are empowered to issue license for the laying down a 
street railway track upon the streets of the city, and for the operation 
of the railway. Atkinson v. Ry. Co., 581. 


MUNICIPAL RECORDS. See Evidence. 


MURDER. 


1. In the trial of an indictment following the form authorized by chapter 
58, Laws 1887, and charging that the accused “feloniously, wilfully, 
and with malice aforethought did kill and murder,” etc., the evidence 
was that the accused and deceased had quarreled and that the latter 
had made threats, and the only evidence as to the manner of killing 
was that the accused had concealed himself and waylaid the deceased, 
striking him, as he passed, on the head with an ax, and killing him 
instantly. The court charged that the crime was murder or nothing, © 
and the jury found accused guilty of the felony and murder in the 
manner and form as charged in the bill of indictment: Held, that 
upon the evidence only a verdict of guilty in the first degree was 
warranted, and the general verdict was in response to the charge 
of murder in the first degree and determined the degree in accordance 
with the act of 18938. S. v. Gilchrist, 673. 


2. On “the trial of a prisoner charged with murder, not as an accessory 
before or after the fact, but as a coprincipal, it was not error in the 
court to charge the jury that in determining the fact whether the 
prisoner was an aider or abettor in the murder, and therefore guilty 
in the second degree, they should not be influenced by the fact that 
another, charged with the murder, had been previously acquitted. 
S.v. Whitt, 716. 
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3. The use of a deadly weapon is proof of malice, for which one charged 
with murder must show excuse or mitigation; hence, where the killing 
of a person was admitted or conclusively shown to have been done 
by the prisoner, a prayer for an instruction to the jury that if the 
facts of the homicide are in doubt, “and the jury are unable to say 
how the deceased came to his death and under what circumstances, 
the jury will render a verdict of ‘not guilty,’ was properly refused 
as inapplicable to the facts. S. v. Rollins, 722. 


4, While, if the fact of killing by one on trial for murder is in doubt, it © 
would be proper to instruct the jury that “if there is a reasonable 

- hypothesis, supported by the evidence, which is consistent with the 
prisoner’s innocence, then it is the duty of the jury to acquit,” yet 
where the killing by the prisoner is admitted or conclusively proven, 
such an instruction is not permissible as to matters of excuse or miti- - 
gation, the burden of proving which is upon the prisoner. Jbid. 


NEGLIGENCE OF JAILER. 


1. In the trial of an indictment against a jailer for the escape of a prisoner 
in his custody, it is not necessary to prove negligence on his part, 
since that is implied, and the burden is upon the defendant in such 
case to show that the escape was not with his consent or through his 
negligence. S. v. Lewis, 622. 


2. Where, in the trial of a jailer indicted for the escape of a prisoner, it 
appeared that he had intrusted some of the keys to an assistant who, 
according to the testimony, connived at the escape, the trial judge 
properly instructed the jury that the only question was whether the 
defendant had exercised due care in the employment of his assistant. 
Ibid. 


NEGLIGENCE. 


1. Where a person is injured while walking on a railroad track by an 
engine that he might have seen by looking, the law, as a rule, imputes 
the injury to his own negligence. Syme v. R. R., 558. 


2. Where an engineer has no reason to think a person walking on a rail- 

road track in front of a locomotive is other than one possessed of all 

the usual powers of mind and body, he is warranted in assuming that 
he will step off the track and avoid a collision. Jbid. 


3. It is the duty of a railroad company to remove such growth, whether 
. of shrubs, trees, or grain, as is calculated to obstruct the view of its 
engineers, to the outward bank of the side ditches of its roadbed, and 
when, by reason of such growth between the track and the side. drain, 
a horse was concealed from the view of the engineer and got upon 
the track in front of the moving train and was killed, the railroad 
company was negligent and liable, although, after seeing the horse on 
the track, the engineer did all he could to avoid the collision. Ward 

”. R. R., 566. 


NEGRO BLOOD. 


While in doubtful cases only an expert would be qualified to testify, from 
the appearance of a person, as to the exact proportions in which white 
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and negro blood are intermingled in his veins, it is competent to show, 
by other than expert testimony and by the appearance of a person, 
his color and other physical qualities, that such person’s parent was 
a negro of full blood. Hare v. Board of Education, 9. 


NE EWLY DISCOVERED TESTIMONY. 


The granting of a new trial upon newly discovered jeatony is, in the 
absence of gross abuse, within the discretion of the trial judge, and a 
refusal to exercise such discretion is not reviewable upon appeal. 
Such discretion will not be exercised where the new testimony is 
merely cumulative or only tends to contradict or discredit the oppos- 
ing witness; hence, where the newly discovered evidence upon which 
a new trial was asked by the prisoner was that a witness for the 
State had, before trial, spoken in hostile terms of the prisoner and 
wished for his conviction, the discretion of the judge was properly 
exercised by. refusing the motion. 8. v. DeGraff, 688. 


NEW PROMISE. 


The words “I propose to settle,” written in answer to a letter demanding 
payment of a note barred by the lapse of time, amount to an acknowl- 
edgment or new promise sufficient to take the case out of the opera- 
tion of the statute of limitations. Taylor v. Miller, 340. 


NEW TRIAL. 


1. The granting of a new trial upon newly discovered testimony is, in the 
absence of gross abuse, within the discretion of the trial judge, and a 
refusal to exercise such discretion is not reviewable upon appeal. 
Such discretion will not be exercised where the new testimony is 
merely cumulative or only tends to contradict or discredit the oppos- . 
ing witness; hence, where the newly discovered evidence upon which 
a new trial was asked by the prisoner was that a witness for the 
State had, before trial, spoken in hostile terms of the prisoner and 

- wished for his conviction, the discretion of the judge was properly 
exercised by refusing the motion. 8S. v. DeGraff, 688. 


2. Where the facts are not found by the trial judge and spread upon the 
record, affidavits of grounds for a new trial cannot be considered in 
this Court in reviewing the refusal of the motion. Ibid. ; 


€ 


N. OTE. 


1. A note may be transferred by delivery and without indorsement, the 
transferee becoming the equitable owner thereof. Jenkins v. Wilkin- 
son, 582. 


2. A note being the principal thing and the mortgage securing it the inci- 
dent or accessory, the transfer of the note carries with it the security 
without any formal assignment or delivery or za eter even, of the 
latter. Ibid. 


3. Although an action on the note be barred by the statute, the lien created 
by the mortgage given to secure it is not impaired by the running of 
the statute of limitations on the debt. Ibid. 
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NOTICE. 
1. All parties to a reference, either to arbitration or under The Code, are 
entitled to notice of the time and place of hearing. Grimes v. Brown, 
154. 


2. Registration is not sufficient notice to prevent the operation of an 
estoppel in pais; if ever permitted to have such effect, such con- 
structive notice applies only where the conduct creating the alleged 
estoppel is mere silence and not an affirmative act or word. Morris 
v, Herndon, 236. 


8. Where B., the owner of a second mortgage, induced A., a first mort- 
gagee, to take another mortgage on the same property to secure the 
same indebtedness, thereby giving to the second mortgage a legal 
priority over the new mortgage, A. having no actual notice of B’s 
lien: Held, that B. was not a mere silent bystander, but a participant 
in the transaction, and he cannot be permitted to retain the advantage 
obtained under such circumstances. Ibid. 


OFFICER. 


1. An officer clothed with judicial functions cannot delegate the discharge 
of the same to a deputy. Piland v. Taylor, 1. 


2. Proof of the official character of an officer taking an acknowledgment 
of a deed is not necessary to give it validity in the absence of auy 
statute requiring such proof, if the certificate is in due form and pur- 
ports to be made by an officer authorized by law to take acknowledg- 
ments, etc. Therefore the certificate of probate of a deed by a deputy 
clerk expressly authorized by statute to take acknowledgments, etce., 
the deed having been duly registered, was prima facie evidence of his 
appointment and qualification, and it was error to exclude the deed 
as evidence on the ground that the signature of the deputy clerk was 
not a sufficient evidence of his official character. Jbid. 


OFFICER MAKING ARREST. 


1. Where a person is lawfully under arrest, and another attempts to rescue 
him, the officer in resisting such rescue is justified in using such force 
‘as would ordinarily be considered excessive, provided he acts in good 
faith and without malice. §S. v. Rollins, 722. 


2. But where an officer, having lawfully arrested a person and in resisting 
an attempted rescue, uses such signal force that death is caused 
thereby, there is no presumption of law that he acted without malice 
and in good faith, ie., without excess of force, it being for the jury 
to judge of the reasonableness of the force used, and for the defend- 
ant to show matter of excuse or mitigation. Jbid. 


3. Good faith and want of malice apply as to extent of force used by an 
officer in resisting a rescue of a prisoner when the arrest is legal, 
but do not validate an illegal arrest; hence, when a person submits to 
arrest and rescue is attempted, the officer may not resist such rescue 
or use such force as is necessary to prevent the rescue if the original 
arrest was unlawful. Jbid. 


4, When a person is lawfully in the custody of an officer and’ a rescue is 
attempted, the officer may arrest the person attempting the rescue, 
and may use such force as is necessary. Jbid. 
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5, On the trial of a policeman for murder, the court charged that an officer 
may arrest without warrant for a breach of the peace committed in 
his presence, but that he must, unless a known officer, notify the 
person that he is an officer, and if he fail to do so, especially on 
demand, the arrest is illegal and may be lawfully resisted by the 
person arrested, and if the person making the arrest kill any one of 
those resisting it he would be guilty of murder unless excessive force 
was used by those resisting it, in which latter case he would be. 
guilty of manslaughter: Held, that the instruction was proper and 
not objectionable as expressing an opinion that defendant was or was 
not a known officer. Ibid. 


6. On the trial of a policeman for murder of a person attempting a rescue 
of another under arrest, the court charged the jury that “where the 
arrest is made legally, by a lawful officer, he may use the amount of 
force necessary to prevent an escape or rescue, and no more, and if 
he use excessive force and death results, he is guilty of manslaughter, 
but if excessive force is used and he intentionally slays the eles 
resisting arrest or attempting the rescue, he is guilty of murder”: | 
Held, that while it would have been proper for the judge to add that 
what would be excessive force in an individual in an ordinary en- 
counter might not be so in an officer resisting the escape or rescue of 
a prisoner, yet the omission to so charge when not asked to do so was 
not error. An officer is not clothed with authority to judge arbitrarily 
of the necessity for killing, but that is a matter which the jury must 
judge in each instance. IJbdid.. 


OUSTER OF COTENANT. 


A party in possession of land as tenant in common with another cannot 
acquire title as to the interest of the other tenants in common by 
seven years adverse possession with color of title, since it requires 
twenty years of such possession to amount to an ouster of the co- 
tenant. And it makes no difference whether the defendant in an 
action to recover possession of land is a rightful cotenant or not, for 
the plaintiff must show title against the world. Lenoir v. Mining 
Co., 518. 


4 


PARENT AND CHILD. 

A conveyance by a parent to a child is not presumptively fraudulent, 
except in case of a voluntary conveyance or one upon an insufficient 
consideration, the parent being in embarrassed circumstances. meuty 
». Fleming, 133. 


PAROL HVIDENCR. 

Parol evidence is admissible to rebut a resulting een but the purden is 
upon the nominal purchaser, who must establish by sufficient testi- 
mony that it was intended that he should take a beneficial interest. 
Summers v. Moore, 394. 


PARTIES. 
_ 1. Every person interested in any way in land sought to a condemned 
for railroad right of way should be made a party to the proceedings. 
Hill v. Mining Co., 259. 
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2. If, when a deed previously withheld from record is filed for registra- 
tion, there is a suit pending affecting the land, the holder of such 


deed is a purchaser pendente lite, and is bound by a decree in such 


suit as effectually as if a party to the action. Williams v. Kerr, 306. - 


3. Subsequent encumbrancers, while proper parties to a suit for fore- 
closure of a mortgage, are not necessary parties. I bid. 


4. Where, at the call of a case for trial in the court below, it peared 
that the plaintiff was willing to proceed without certain mortgagees 
of defendant being made parties, and that defendants had excepted 
to a former order of the court directing such mortgagees to be made 
parties, and that the validity of the mortgages could not be affected 
by the result of the trial, it was a matter entirely within the discre- 
tion of the trial judge to determine whether or not the cause should 
be tried peter’ some of ne mortgagees were brought in. Shober v. 
Wheeler, 370. 


5. While an AepitrAtor in a submission, under a rule of court, has a 
limited power to make amendments, it does not extend to the making 
of new parties, and when such are made without the consent of all 
parties, the award will be set aside. Williams v. Justice, 502. 


6. Where a note was made payable to “J., cashier,” and collateral de- 
livered to him, he being a member and cashier of the firm of “C. & J.,” 
the owners of the debt, an action for the foreclosure of the mortgage 
security was properly brought in the name of the cashier, he being 
the holder of the collateral as trustee for the firm. Jenkins v. Wilkin- 

son, 532. 


PARTNERSHIP. 


If persons who are not partners agree to share the profits and loss, or the 
profits, of one particular transaction or adventure, they become 
partners as to that particular transaction or adventure, but not as 
to anything else. Jeter v. Burgwyn, 157. 


PARTNERSHIP OVERDRAFT OF BANK. 


Although a-bank may recover from any vartner the overdraft of the 
partnership in an independent action, or may plead it as a counter- 


claim in a suit by such partner to recover his individual deposit, yet - 


the bank may not charge up such overdraft against the partner’s 
individual account. Adams v. Bank, 382. 


PAUPER APPEAL. 


Under the statute (ch. 161, Acts 1889) it is not necessary that there 
-ghould be at the time of the trial an intimation by the dissatisfied 
party that he desires to appeal, it being a sufficient indication of his 
desire at the time of the trial if he fulfills the requirements of the 
statute within the time prescribed by law. Russell v. Hearne, 361. 


PAYMENT BY INSTALLMENTS. 


- Where a note, secured by chattel mortgage, is payable by feetaunisnte:. 
and some, though not all, of the installments are due, an action for 
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the possession of the property and for judgment on the installments 
due is not premature, since the mortgagee is entitled to. have the . 
possession of the property to be applied on the overdue installments. 
Kiger v. Harmon, 406. 


PAYMENT ON NOTE AS A CREDIT. 


1. The mere indorsement of a credit on a note by the holder (even though 
supported by a counterclaim in favor of the debtor) will not have the 
effect of reviving the liability on a note barred by the lapse of time, 
but only an actual payment made and received as such. Young v. 
Alford, 130. 


2. To make specific articles a payment they must be neecived as payments © 
or, by subsequent agreement, applied as payments. Ibid. 


PAYMENT, PARTIAL, EFFECT OF. 


Payment on a bond secured by mortgage before it goes out of ante: and 
within ten years before suit brought, will prevent the. bar of the 
statute of limitations, and a purchaser of the land at a mortgage sale 
will not be barred. Williams v. Kerr, 306. 


PEDDLER. 


1. A “peddler” is one who sells and delivers the identical goods he carries 
about with him. S&S. v. Lee, 681. : 


2. One who sells ranges, ete., by sample and by taking orders for goods 
to be thereafter delivered and paid for is not indictable for failure 
to pay the tax imposed upon the business of peddling ranges, etc., by 
section 28, chapter 294, Acts 1898. Ibid. 


PENALTY, 


The right to recover penalty for false return of sheriff may be defeated 
after suit brought for the same by an amendment of the return so as 
to make it speak the truth. Stealman v. Greenwood, 355. 


PERJURY. 


The averments of an indictment isteiie that defendant did unlawfully 
commit perjury on the trial of a certain action in a certain court by 
falsely asserting on oath, “in substance, as follows (here setting out — 
the alleged false testimony); said defendant knowing the said state- 
ment to be false, against the form of the statute,” ete, are sufficient 
and in compliance with the form prescribed by the act of 1889. 8S. v. 
Thompson, 638. 


PERSONAL PROPERTY. 

1. A bill of sale absolute, and not intended as a security, is not invalid as 
to creditors of the grantor, although the delivery of the property con- 
veyed by it is made after the levy of an attachment by such ereditors. 
Kelly v. Fleming, 138. 

.2. Personal property, when sold under execution, should be present at the 
sale and in the possession of the officer, so that immediate delivery 
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may be made to the purchaser. These requirements will be met, how- 
ever, if the property is in plain view, or so near that it can be per- 
sonally inspected by all present at the sale who may choose to ex- 
amine it. Alston v. Morphew, 460. 


PERSONAL PROPERTY EXEMPTION. 


The designation of an irregular method of either setting apart the home- 
stead or appraising personal property reserved by assignors in a deed 
of assignment does not vitiate the instrument or taint it with fraud. 
Therefore, where the assignors reserved from the operation of a deed 
of assignment the exemptions “allowed by law,” the use of the words 
“to be set apart by the party of the second part” was neither con- 
clusive nor presumptive evidence of fraud. Davis v. Smith, 94. 


PLEA OF GUILTY, APPEAL FROM JUDGMENT ON. 


Where a defendant pleads guilty, his appeal from a judgment thereon 
cannot call into question the facts charged, nor the regularity and 
correctness of the proceedings, but brings up for review only the 
question whether the facts charged, and admitted by the plea, con- 
stitute an offense under the laws and Constitution. S. v. Warren, 683. 


PLEADING. 


1. Where, in an action against a town corporation to compel it to regulate 
the line of deep water in front of plaintiff’s land, the complaint al- 
leged that the defendant did undertake to locate the line, but that said 
line did not extend to the deep water, nor did it regulate the deep- 
water line as required by law, a demurrer by defendant that it 
appears from the complaint that the defendant had fully performed 
its duty in the premises was properly overruled. Wool v. Edenton, 33. 


2. The joinder of unnecessary parties in an action is not a ground of 
demurrer. Jbid. 


3. It is competent for a defendant to prove possession by himself and 
those under whom he may claim, for seven years, in support of a 
general denial in an answer that the plaintiff is the owner, without 
specially pleading the statute. Cheatham v. Young, 161. 


4. Under the present: practice, a replication to the plea of the statute of | 
limitations 1s necessary only when the matter in avoidance is pleaded. 
Stubbs v. Motz, 458. | . 


5. An answer to a complaint in an action on a note cannot be said to be 
frivolous which formally denies that the plaintiff is the owner and 
holder of the note, and thus puts plaintiff to proof of that fact. Bank 
v. Atkinson, 478. . 


6. Although an answer to a complaint in an action on a note does not set 
out the allegations of fraud with that particularity that the rules of 
pleading ordinarily require, yet if it seems intended to raise a serious 
question of fraud, it will not be stricken out as frivolous, for, if filed 
in good faith, the defendant is entitled to have the facts alleged in it 
either admitted by demurrer or tried by a jury. Campbell v. Patton, 
481. 
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7. Where the complaint in an action by the indorsee of a note does not 


state that the plaintiff purchased the note for value and before 
maturity, an answer by the defendant that the execution of the note 
by him was procured by the fraud of the payee puts upon the plaintiff 
the burden of proof to establish the fact that he was the purchaser 
for value and before maturity, and without notice of the alleged. 


fraud. Ibid. 
8. Where the petition in a proceeding for assessment of damages for the 


right of way of a railroad enumerates the various owners of the 
land, and such owners voluntarily came in and made themselves 
parties, a demurrer by the defendant company that there was a defect 
of parties when the petition was first filed is untenable. Hill v. Min- 
ing Co., 259. 


9. Where, after a specific denial in an answer of the allegations of a com- 


plaint, a subsequent paragrapb of the answer, by inadvertence, virtu- 
ally admitted such allegations, and in another suit against same 
defendants by cther parties the answer specifically denied such alle- 
gations, and the actions were, by consent, consolidated, it was error 
in the court below to render judgment for the plaintiff in the first 
suit upon such inadvertent admission, for whatever question might 
have arisen on the conflicting pleading was obviated by the consolida- 
tion of the two actions and the express denial in*the latter suit. 
Lockhart v. Ballard, 292. 


10. A defendant corporation cannot on the trial avail itself of the objection 


that a contract on which it has been sued was not in writing, as pro- 
vided by section 683 of The Code, unless it has been specifically 
pleaded. Cozart v. Land Co., 294. 


11. Amendment of pleadings may be allowed on trial when it does not 


change the character of the action. Allen v. McLendon, 321. 


12. A complaint alleged that upon a contract with local agent of defendant 


loan association, to the effect that if plaintiff would subscribe for a 
certain number of shares of stock of the association and pay a certain 
amount of money the association would make a loan to plaintiff; -the 
plaintiff complied with the requirements and the defendant associa- 
tion refused to make the loan, and plaintiff thereupon returned the 
stock and demanded a return of the money paid by him, and defend- 
ant refused: H eld, upon a demurrer thereto, that the complaint suffi- 
ciently stated a cause of action, for, if the allegations be true, the 
plaintiff would be entitled to recover as damages for the breach of 
contract the money paid out by him to the association. Fagg v. 
Building and Loan Assn., 364. 


18. An allegation in a complaint that defendant association knew that the’ 


14. 


A 


only inducement to the payment of money and subscribing for stock 
was the promised loan, and that defendant accepted the money with 
such knowledge, was a sufficient statement of a cause of action, 
although it was not alleged that the agent of the defendant who 
made the alleged promises had authority to make them. Jbid. 


denial in an answer of knowledge on the part of defendant of an 


allegation of a complaint is incomplete unless it includes a denial of 
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information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the allega- 
tion. Jbid. 


PLEADINGS, ERRONEOUS JUDGMENT ON. 


In an action to recover money, the defendants in their answer admitted 
an indebtedness to plaintiff of one dollar, but an amended complaint 
having been filed, they denied in their amended answer any indebted- 
ness whatever, and upon an issue relating thereto the jury found 
that defendants owed nothing: Held, that it was error in the court 
below to render judgment for one dollar and costs, upon the ground 
that defendants had in their original answer admitted that indebted- 
ness; for, although the admission in the first answer was competent 
it was not conclusive evidence of the indebtedness, which was denied - 
by the later pleadings, and the jury passed upon the issue concerning 
the same, and upon the evidence of the admission, if plaintiff saw 
fit to offer it. Cummings v. Hoffman, 267. 


POLICE REGULATION. See, also, Taxation. 


An act of the Legislature (ch. 42, Acts 1891) which makes it unlawful to 
use profane language to the disturbance of the peace on the lands of 
the Henrietta Cotton Mills in Rutherford County is not an undue 
interference with the freedom of speech guaranteed by the Constitu- 
tion, although the language used falls short of being a nuisance, 
punishable by State laws, from not having been “committed in the 
presence and hearing of divers persons, to their annoyance,” eic. 
S. v. Warren, 683. 


POSSESSION. 


Of mortgagor, 306. 
Adverse, 466, 


POSSESSION OF CROPS. 


In an action for the recovery of crops, and for the value of part of the 
same alleged to have been wrongfully converted by the defendant, 
instituted by plaintiff, who had advanced supplies to the maker of 
the crops, against defendant, who claimed such crops as landlord 
(which relation was denied by plaintiff), a motion to dismiss the 
action on the ground that, the defendant being entitled as landlord 
to the possession of the crops, no action would lie against him, was 
properly refused; for, aside from the controversy as to the defend- 
ant’s relation as landlord, he would. be liable, if landlord, to account 
to plaintiff for the value of the crops in excess of his lien. Crinkley 
v. Egerton, 142. ; ; 


POSSESSION OF TENANT IN COMMON. 


A party in possession of land as tenant in common with another cnanuE 
acquire title as to the interest of the cther tenant in common by 
seven years adverse possession with color of title, since it requires 
twenty years of such possession to amount to an ouster of the co- 
tenant. And it makes no difference whether the defendant in an 
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action to recover possession of land is a rightful cotenant or not, for 
the plaintiff must show title against the world. Lenoir v. Mining: 
Co., 5138. 


POWER, HXERCISE OF. 


Under trust deed. Broughton v. Lane, 16. 
Under will. Long v. Waldraven, 337. 


PRESUMPTION. 


1. As a general rule, a contract relating to marriage or other matters’ 
must be presumed, in the absence of specific proof, to have been 
entered into under the statutes now in force as well as in confempla- 
tion of their provisions. Loyd v. Loyd, 186. 


2. Where, in an action by a wife living apart from ber husband to recover 
certain articles of personal property alleged to have been given to” 
her by him before and after her marriage, there was no testimony as: 
to the date of the marriage, such marriage will be presumed to have’. 
taken place since the adoption of the Constitution of 1868, in which. 
case the wife is capable of proving title to the property. Jbid. 


8. Where the certificate of probate of a deed recites that the justice of 
the peace taking the same was a justice of the peace of a given. 
county where the land lies, the presumption is that he was such and. 
that he took the acknowledgment within the eee Williams v- 
Kerr, 406. 


PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE. 


The presumption of innocence applies only on a trial, and does not avail 
to furnish a presumption that the detention of a party on regular - 
process, when the committing officer has suet eon, is illegal. CB. Vv. 
Jones, 669. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY, 292. 


1. Where a husband mortgages his property for his debt, and in the same 
mortgage the wife conveys her own separate property as security for 
the same debt, her property so conveyed will be treated in all respects 
as a surety, and will be discharged by anything that would discharge 
a surety or guarantor who was personally liable. Hinton v. Green- 


leaf, 6. 


29. Where one administrator, without the knowledge or consent of his co- 
administrator, agreed to compromise a suit for the possession of land 
and foreclosure of a mortgage, wherein R. had become surety on an’ 
undertaking given by the mortgagor (under section 257 of The Code) 
to secure the rents, ete., which agreement included an indulgence for 
a definite time, and no positive act of affirmation or adoption by the 
coadministrator of the agreement was shown: Held, that the surety 
was not released. Jordan v. Spiers, 344. | 


PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION S, 203. 
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PROBATE OF DEED. 


1 


2. 


The act of probating a deed is | judicial in its character. Piland v. 
Taylor, 1. 


Where, in the certificate of probate of a deed, an error manifestly 
' clerical occurs, such error will not render the probate insufficient to 
warrant registration of the deed. Mitchell v. Bridger, 63. 


. An acknowledgment of a deed taken before a justice of the peace, com- 


missioner, or notary public, is a judicial or at least a quasi judicial 
act, and if such officer is not authorized to take it the probate upon 
it by the clerk and registration are invalid as against creditors and 
purchasers. Long v. Crews, 256. 


. An officer who is interested in a deed, either as a party, trustee, or 


cestui que trust, is disqualified to take acknowledgment of its execu- 
tion. Jbid. 


. Where a notary public was interested in a deed of trust as a preferred 


creditor therein he was disqualified to take the acknowledgment, and 
his attempted action was a nullity, and such defect could not be 
cured by probate upon such acknowledgment before the clerk and 
registration. Ibid. 


. The acknowledgment of a deed before a justice of the peace or clerk 


of a county other than that in which the grantor resided or the land 
lay was invalid and did not authorize probate and registration (The 
Code, sec. 1246 1), and this is not cured by the curative acts of 1891, 
chapters 12 and 102, and 1893, chapter 293, as to third parties who 
have acquired rights prior to the passage of such acts, but where the 
certificate of probate of a deed recites that the justice of the peace 
taking the same was a justice of the peace of a given county where 
the land lies, the presumption is that he was such, and that he took 
the acknowledgment within the county. Williams v. Kerr, 305. 


PROBATE OF WILL. 


ii 


2, 


The certificate of probate of a will executed in another State, disposing 
of real estate in this State, is defective which does not show aflirma- 

' tively that the will was executed according to the laws of this State, 
i.e., written in the testator’s lifetime and signed by him or some 
other person in his presence and by his direction, and subscribed in 
his presence by two witnesses at least, no one of whom shall be inter- 
ested in the devise, ete. Railway v. Mining Co., 241. 


The mere recitation in the attestation clause of a will that it was 
signed in the presence of two witnesses, etc., is not affirmative evi- 
dence. Ibid. ° 


PROCESS. 
| Although a summons be informal in some respects, or even defective in 


failing to contain everything requisite under the statute, yet if it - 
bears internal evidence of its official origin and of the purpose for 
which it was issued, its informality and defects may be cured by 
amendment, but where it is not signed or does not bear a seal or 
otherwise show its official character, it is nothing more than a blank, 
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and a judge has no authority to permit it to be amended. Redmond 
». Mullenaw, 505. § 


PROFITS, PARTICIPATION IN. 


If persons who are not partners agree to share the profits and loss, or the 
profits, of one particular transaction or adventure, they become 
partners as to that particular transaction or adventure, but not as to 
anything else. Jeter v. Burgwyn, 157. 7 


PUBLIC SCHOOL. 


Where, in the trial of an indictment under section 2592 of The Code for 

disturbing or ‘interrupting a public school, it appeared that the defend- 

ants, claiming the right to occupy a schoolhouse, refused to surrender 

it to one who had been elected to teach a public school thereat, and 

thus prevented a school being held there: Held, that defendants. were 

not guilty of interrupting or disturbing a public school. S. v. Spray, 
686. | 7 


RAILROADS. 


1. It is the duty of a railroad company to remove such growth, whether 
of shrubs, trees, or grain, as is calculated to obstruct the view of its 
engineers, to the outward bank of the side ditches of its roadbed, 
and when, by reason of such growth between the track and the side 
drain, a horse*was concealed from the view of the engineer and got 
upon the track in front of the moving train and was killed, the rail- 
road company was negligent and liable, although, after seeing the 
horse on the track, the engineer did all he could to avoid the col- 
lision. Ward v. R. R., 566. | ; 


' 2. When a shipper of freight waives his privilege to demand of a common 
carrier the transportation of his freight under the strict rule and 
requirements of the common law, and for a valuable consideration 
(the payment of less than the usual tariff charges) allows the trans- 
portation company to assume the relation of a carrier under special 
contract, such contract, in the absence of an allegation of fraud or 
imposition, must be interpreted according to the ordinary rules of 
construction and its provisions enforeed, unless they are unreasonable 
and unjust. Shelby v. R. R., 588. 


3. Where, in consideration of the reduced rates granted him, the shipper 
of livestock agreed, as a condition precedent to his right to recover 
any damages for loss or injury to said stock, that he would give notice 
in writing of his claim thereof to some officer of said company or its 
nearest station agent, before said stock should be removed from the 
place of destination or mingled with other ‘stock: Held, that such 
stipulation contravened no sound public policy and was not unreason- 
able and void. Jbdid. | . 


4, While it may bé@ the duty of a carrier of livestock to provide cars strong 
enough to safely transport animals that are ordinarily unruly, the 
law does not-require it to detect that some of them are vicious, and 
act accordingly. The vehicle must be suitable for the safe conveyance 
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of ordinary animals of the class, and it is not required that it shall © 
be strong enough to withstang the struggles of some of that class that 
may be not only unruly but vicious. Therefore, on a trial of an action 
for damages to stock while being transported on defendant’s cars, the 
trial judge erred in instructing the jury that “the car must be suffi- 
ciently strong to resist the struggles of the stock, and the company 
is liable for any loss occasioned by its neglect in this regard, in spite 
of the fact that the animals are vicious and unruly, upon the prin- 
ciple that it is within its power to provide those which are actually - 
and absolutely sufficient.” bid. 


- 5. Where a person is injured while walking on a railroad track by an 
engine that he might have seen by looking, the law, as a rule, imputes 
the injury to his own negligence. Syme v. R. R., 558. 


. 6 Where an engineer has no reason to think a person walking on a rail-- 
road track in front of a locomotive is other than one possessed of all 
the usual powers of mind and body, he is warranted in assuming that 
he will step off the track and avoid a collision. Ibid. 


~ 7, In the trial of an action against a railroad company for the negligent 
killing of plaintiff’s intestate, it appeared that the track of-defendant 
ran parallel with and in a few feet from that of another company, 
and that the deceased was walking on defendant’s track, commonly 
used by the public as a walkway, forty or fifty yards in front of an 
engine and tender backing in the same direction which deceased was 
going ; that an engine drawing a long freight train on the neighboring 
track was exhausting heavily as it passed the deceased; that the 
accident did not occur in a populous part of the city or at a time when 
such a number of persons were using the track as to prevent an indi- 
vidual from readily seeing a moving train, and that deceased could 
-have put himself out of danger by stepping to the ditch outside of the 
track: Held, (1) that negligence cannot be imputed to the defendant 
‘by assuming that its engineer must have seen the long freight train 
-and‘have known the fact that the engine drawing it was exhausting 
‘heavily se as to render deceased as insensible to the approach of 
defendant’s train as if he had been deaf; (2) that in such case it was. 
the duty of the deceased to look as well as listen, and he was negli- 
gent if he failed to use his eyes as well as his ears, and the defend- 
ant’s engineer was justified in assuming that defendant had looked, 
had notice of the approach of the engine and tender, and would clear — 
the track in time and save himself from harm; (3) that negligence 
will not be presumed in all cases, even where a railroad violates an 
ordinance or statute by running at a given rate of speed in a town 
or city, and especially when there is no evidence of such ordinance 
or statute, or where it is not shown that the accident occurred in a 
populous part of the city, or at a time when, or usually, so many 
persons -were walking on the track as to prevent one from readily 
seeing a moving train, or that all who used it as a footway could not 
secure their safety by stepping off the track. Ibid. 


* 


~ RAILROAD COMMISSION. 


1. Under the authority given to the railroad commission “to make rates 
for the transmission of messages by any telegraph line or lines doing 
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business in the State,” the commission has the incidental power (sub- 
ject to the right of appeal) to ascertain what particular corporation 
is in the control of or operates any of such lines in this State, in order 
that the commission may exercise its authority to fix rates, as well as 
to know against whom to proceed for a violation of its regulations. 
Railroad Commission v. Telegraph Co., 218. 


' 2. Telegraphic messages transmitted by a company from and to points in 
this State, although traversing another State in the route, do not con- 
stitute interstate commerce, and are subject to the tariff regulation 
of the commission. I bid. 


3. Under the statute (ch. 320, Acts 1891) establishing ‘the railroad com- 
mission, no authority is given to the commission to direct a telegraph: 
company to open, for commercial messages, offices at which only its 
own business, or that of a railroad company with which it has inti- 
mate relations, is transacted. Whether it is the duty of such com- 
pany to take such messages may be tested in a civil action after the 
tender of a message. (Avery, J., dissentiente.) Ibid. 


RAILROAD, RIGHT OF WAY. See, also, Condemnation Proceedings. 


An interest in the entire right of way does not vest in the corporation 
unless it takes actual possession in the exercise of the privilege 
granted it, but it seems that where the corporation enters, its con- 
structive possession extends to the boundary of the right of way given 
in the charter. ci v. R. R., 596. 


RECORDARI. 


An action will not lie to vacate or set aside and enjoin the’ execution of an 

irregular and voidable judgment of a justice of the peace where no 

_ fraud is alleged, the proper remedy being a motion before the justice 

who rendered the judgment, or his successor tn office, to set aside the 

judgment, or a writ of recordari in the nature of a writ of false 
judgment in the Superior Court. Gallop v. Allen, 24. 


RECORDS OF MUNICIPALITY. See Evidence. 


REFERENCE TO ARBITRATION, 


Where a referee was appointed to determine all matters growing out of a 
copartnership, and by the same order was required as receiver to sell 
the property, collect the assets, and pay out- the proceeds according 
to the rights of the parties as determined by himself as referee, and 
to report his action to the next term of the court to be entered as the 
judgment of the court, and such order was by consent of the parties: 
Held, that such, order was a reference to arbitration instead of a 
reference under The Code, and as the finding of fact would be final 
under the terms of the order, all parties were entitled to notice of the 
time and place of, hearing. Grimes v. Brown, 154. 


REFORMATION OF DEED. 


' Where the proper construction of the description of land in a deed gives 
the grantor all the land to which he lays claim, the reformation of the’ 
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deed to correct 4 supposed misdescription will be denied. Mortgage 
Co. v. Long, 128. 


REGISTRATION, 


1. Registration is not sufficient notice to prevent the operation of an 
estoppel in pais; if ever permitted to have such effect, such con- 
structive notice applies only where the conduct creating the alleged 
estoppel is mere silence and not an affirmative act or word. Morris 

_ u. Herndon, 236. 


2. An instrument which is neither a conveyance of land, nor a contract 
to convey, nor lease of land, but only an agreement for a division of 
the proceeds of sales thereafter to be made of land, and authority to 
one to take entire control and management of sales of land for the 
parties, is not required to be registered by the act of 1885 (ch. 147), 
and an objection to its admissibility as evidence on the ground that 
it was registered after the time prescribed by the said act of 1885 is 
untenable, Lenoir v. Mining Co., 518. 


8. Registration of a deed does not have the effect of an ouster. Ferguson | 
v. Wright, 537. 


REMOVAL OF CAUSES. 


4. A suit pending in a court of this State between a citizen of this State 
and an alien resident in this State is not removable under the act of 
Congress relating to the removal of causes. Rooker v. Crinkley, .73. 


2. In the transfer of causes the courts look to the real parties in interest, 
and not to the form of the action. Tate v. Douglas, 190. 


3. An action brought on the relation of the State Mreasurer in a State 
court against the sureties on a bond of a receiver appointed by the 
Circuit Court of the United States is not removable into the Circuit 
Court of the United States under the provisions of chapter 866, Acts 

- 1888 (25th Statutes at Large), on the ground that the United States 
is named as a party plaintiff, the real controversy being between the 
treasurer and the defendant, and the one States being only a 
formal plaintiff. Ibid. 


4. A “Wederal question” is involved in an action only when a construction 
is required to be put upon the Constitution, or some law of the vo 
States, or treaty made under its authority. bid. 


5. No “Federal question’ can arise upon the construction of a bond given 
by a receiver appointed by the United States Court as to whether the 
liabilities of the sureties be joint or several, it being simply a ques- 
tion of law to be determined by the settled rules of construction. 
Neither is a question arising upon the construction of decrees and 
orders of the United ‘States Circuit Court relating to said bond and 
ascertaining the receiver’s liability such a “Federal question,” where | 
there is nothing to show that any question of construction of such 
decrees, ete., will arise, other than their interpretation according to 

their plain meaning. Jbid. 


6. Where there are several defendants in an action pending in a State 
court and there is no separable cause of action, and the defense is 
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plainly common to all, all must unite in the petition for a removal to 
the United States Court, and this is so whether only one or all of the 
defendants have entered a defense to the action. Ibid, 


- % The Circuit Court of the United States, when satisfied by affidavit .and 
petition for removal of a cause from a State court, on the ground of 
adverse local influence and prejudice, that it has jurisdiction of the 
parties and of the subject-matter of the suit, and that the prejudice, 
etc., exists, has the right*to order the removal of the suit from the 
State to the Federal court. Baird v. R. #., 608. ; 


8. A State court, while not bound to surrender its jurisdiction on a peti- 

tion for a removal until a case has been made, which on its face 

' shows that the petitioner has the right to transfer, yet when it does 

so appear it is error ‘“‘to decline to permit” the removal upon an afii- 
davit offered. Ibid. 


9. In such case the usual and proper. practice is to enter a formal order 
that the State court will not proceed further, to the end that parties 
and witnesses may understand that they will not be required to 
attend unless upon notice that the cause has been remanded. Jbid. ; 


10. Where the Circuit Court has the power to remove a cause pending in 
the State court, and exercises it by an order, it may issue a certiorari 
to the State court, or the parties may, upon filing a certified copy of 
the affidavit, petition, and order, demand a certified copy of the 
record. bid. 


11. It is not error in the State court to refuse to order a record to be certi- 
fied to the Federal court, since it is the duty of the clerk to certify 
it to the Federal court in obedience to a writ of certiorari, without 
any motion or order made in his own court, but after the record has 
been certified, showing sufficient ground for removal, it is error in 
the State court to resist the order of removal. Ibid. 


12, Where a removal of a cause from a State to the Federal court is asked 
for upon the ground of prejudice, ete., the order may be granted upon 
a proper showing, as to other matters, at any time before trial. Ibid. 


-RENTS, WHEN GUARDIAN LIABLE FOR, 102. 


RESCUE OF PRISONER, PREVENTION OF BY OFFICER. 


1. Where a person is lawfully under arrest and another attempts to rescue 
him, the officer in resisting such rescue-is justified in using such 
force as would ordinarily be considered excessive, provided he set 
in good faith and without malice. 8. v. Rollins, 722. 


2. But where an officer, having lawfully arrested a person and in resist- 
ing an attempted rescue, uses such signal force that death is caused 
thereby, there is no presumption of law that he acted without malice 
and in. good faith, ie., without excess of force, it being for the jury 
to judge of the reasonableness of the force used, and for the defend-. 
ant to show matter of excuse or mitigation. J bid. 


3. Good faith and want of malice apply as to extent of force used by an 
officer in resisting a rescue of a prisoner when the arrest is legal, but 
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do not validate an illegal arrest; hence, when a person submits to 
arrest and rescue is attempted, the officer may not resist such rescue 
or use such force as is necessary to prevent the rescue if the original 
arrest was unlawful. Ibid. = 


4. When a person is lawfully in the custody of an officer and a rescue is 
attempted, the officer may arrest the persan attempting ae rescue, | 
and may use such force as is necessary. Ibid. 


RES GEST Al. 


What a defendant charged with murder said to a witness who, hearing 
pistol shots, ran to the scene of the homicide, arriving there between 
the third and fourth shots, and while several men present were strug- . 
gling with each other, was competent as a part of the res geste, and 
also as corroborative of his testimony of the transaction as given on 
the trial. 8. v. Rollins, 722. 


RESIDENCE. 


1. Hearsay testimony as to the residence of a person is inadmissible. 
Ferguson v. Wright, 537. 


2. Where it is shown that a person was once a resident of this State, the 
presumption is that he continues to be so, and the burden of proving 
a change of domicile is upon him who relies upon such change. Jbid. 


RESIDENT, 421. 


RETURN OF PROCESS. 


The word “executed” in the return of a process ex vi termini carries with 
it the idea of a full performance of all that the law requires; there- 
fore a return on a summons, “executed by delivering a copy to J. B. 
and wife, R.; fees, sixty cents,” necessarily implies a delivery to each 
of the two. Jsley v. Boon, 249. 


RIPARIAN OWNER, 33. 


RIGHT OF WAY. See, also, Condemnation Proceedings. 


1. The right of the State to take private property under the power of emi- 
nent domain rests upon the ground that there is a public necessity 
for such taking, and can only be exercised when the law provides the 
means of giving adequate compeusation to the owner. Dargan v. 


R. R., 596. 


2. The statutory provision allowing private property to be taken under 
the right of eminent domain must be strictly pursued, and the right 
of the owner to obtain compensation depends on whether the corpora- 


tion has obtained a vested right. Ibid. 


8. An interest in the entire right of way does not vest in the corporation 
unless it takes actual possession in the exercise of the privilege 
granted it, but it seems that where the corporation enters, its con- 
structive possession extends to the boundary of the 7“ of way 
given in the charter. Ibid. 
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‘4, Where the charter of a railroad provided that, in the absence of any 
contract with the owner, it should be presumed that the land over 
which the road runs, with a space of 100 feet on each side, has been 
granted to the corporation, and the corporation took a deed for. less 
than 100 feet within two years after its completion, this prevented 
the limitation in the charter from applying, and the corporation got 
no title to land lying outside of the deed, but within 100 feet of the 
track, by the lapse of the two years. Ibid. 


SALE OF MORTGAGED PROPERTY. 
1. Proceeds, how applied. Bonner v. Styron, 30. 


2. Where a mortgage was duly recorded in the proper county, the fact 
that the mortgagor, in whose possession the property remained, took 
it out of the State and sold it there, does not start the running of 
the statute against the mortgagee or his assignee. Woody v. Jones, 
255. . 


3. A mortgage on property being duly registered, the legal title passes 
to the mortgagee, and a levy and sale of the property to satisfy taxes 
due by the mortgagor do not carry the title to the purchaser divested 
of the lien of the mortgage. Ibid. 


SALE UNDER VOID PROCESS. 


A sale and deed made under a writ of ven. ex., issued in 18538, several 
years after the death of the judgment debtor, and without proof of a 
scire facias against his heirs, are void. Barfield v. Barfield, 230. 


SCHOOLS. 


The statute (sec. 42, ch. 199, Acts 1889) relating to the admission of chil- 
dren into white or colored schools provides that the rule laid down 
in section 1810 of The Code, regulating marriages, shall be followed. 
By said section of The Code the intermarriage of whites with per- 
sons who are not beyond the third or in the fourth generation from 
the pure negro ancestor is prohibited. Therefore, a child whose great- 
grandparent was a negro of full blood is not entitled to admission 
into a school for whites. Hare v. Board of Education, 9. 


SCHOOL TEACHER. ? : 


A diseretionary power in the infliction of punishment upon pupils is con- 
fided to schoolmasters and teachers, and they will not be held crim- 
inally liable unless the punishment results in permanent injury, or be 
inflicted merely to gratify their own evil passions. 8S. v. Stafford, 635. 


SECONDARY EVIDENCE. 


_-1, Returns on execution being required to be in writing, oral evidence in 
relation thereto will not be allowed when the nonproduction, by 
reason of loss or destruction, is not properly accounted for. (Pollock 
v. Wilcox, 68 N. C., 46, cited and distinguished.) Wells v. Bourne, 83... 


_ 2. Where plaintiff, in an action against a sheriff to recover damages for 
his failure to take a proper undertaking for the return of property 
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seized by him at the instance of plaintiff and adjudged to be returned, 
_ failed to show that execution issued for the property and.against the 
sureties on the undertaking had been returned unsatisfied, he failed 
to show and cannot recover actual damage against such sheriff. Ibid. 


SHT-OFF. 


1. The right of set-off only exists between the same parties and in the 
same right. Adams v. Bank, 332. 


2. A bank has no lien on the deposit of a partner for a balance due from 
the partnership. Ibid. 


8. Although a bank may recover from any partner the overdraft of the 
partnership in an independent action, or may plead it as a counter- 
claim in a suit by such partner to recover his individual deposit, yet 
the bank may not charge up such overdraft against the partner’s 
individual account. Ibid. 


SHERIFF. — 


1. In delivering property to a defendant, when seized in claim and delivery 
proceedings, without taking a proper undertaking and requiring the 
same to be justified, a sheriff becomes liable as a surety therein. 
Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


2. In such ease the measure of liability is the delivery of the property to 
the plaintiff (if such delivery be adjudged), with damages for its 
deterioration, or (failing delivery) the value of the property, and to 
subject the sheriff as surety, it is necessary to show that execution 
has been returned unsatisfied. Ibid. 


3. Where plaintiff, in an action against a sheriff to recover damages for 
his failure to take a proper undertaking for the return of property 
seized by him at the instance of plaintiff and adjudged to be returned, 
failed to show that execution issued for the property and against the . 
sureties on the undertaking had been returned unsatisfied, he failed 
to show and cannot recover actual damage against such sheriff. Ibid. 


4, A sheriff who accepts an insufficient undertaking in arrest and bail pro- 

ceedings, or who, after exceptions filed thereto by the plaintiff, fails 
_to give notice of the time when and the place where the bail will 
justify, is Hable as special bail to the plaintiff, and he will not be 
exonerated from liability by the fact that he acted in good faith in 
taking the insufficient bond, or by the fact that the plaintiff was near 
by and knew what was going on when an alleged justification was 
being made by the surety. Howell v. J ones, 429. 


5. A sheriff may amend return of process after suit brought for ee 
for false return. Stealman v. Greenwood, 355. 


SPECIAL PROCEEDINGS. 


Where a summons in a special proceeding was improperly made return- 
able to the Superior Court in term, it was proper for the judge to 
remand the proceeding, with directions that the summons be amended 
so as to make it returnable before the clerk on a day certain. Sim- 
mons-v. Steamboat Co., 147. 
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STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 


1. The lapse of three years between the maturity of or last payment on 
a sealed note and the commencement of suit thereon is a bar to the 
action as against a surety thereto. Redmond v. Pippen, 90. 


2. Section 158 (2) of The Code, prescribing seven years after the qualifi- 

~  eation of the executor or administrator as the time within which a 
creditor of a deceased person shall bring his action, does not put a 
stop to the operation of the three years statute which has begun to 
run; therefore, where the statute began to run in favor of a surety 
on 23 March, 1888, the surety died on 6 June, 1889, and his executrix 
qualified on 8 June, 1889, an action commenced on 5 April, 1892, was 
barred as to such surety. Ibid. 


3. Section 153 (2) applies to actions against a personal or real representa- 
tive instituted to compel the performance of some duty incumbent on 
the representative, such as the sale of land for assets,.and not to 
actions brought simply to ascertain the debt and reduce it to judg- 
ment. Ibid. 


4, The mere indorsement of a credit on a note by the holder (even though 
supported by a counterclaim in favor of the debtor) will not have the 
effect of reviving the liability on a note barred by the lapse of time, 
but only an actual payment made and received as such. Young v. 
Alford, 130. | “ 


5. To make specific articles a payment they must be received as payments 
or, by subsequent agreement, applied as payments. Jbid. 


6. In the trial of an action on three bonds it appeared that plaintiff, some 
_ years after they were barred by lapse of time, got a quart of brandy 
of the defendant’s intestate and offered to pay him for it, but he said, 
“No, he owed her; let that go on as he already owed her more than 
he could ever pay”; no price was named for the brandy, and no re- 
quest was made to apply its value to any indebtedness, and no specific 
indebtedness was mentioned. There was an indorsement of a credit 
of twenty-five cents upon each of the bonds of a date within ten 
years before suit was brought, but there was no evidence that the 
debtor directed or assented to such indorsement, nor any evidence 
aliunde such indorsements that they were put on the notes the day 
they purported to have been, nor any as to the handwriting of such 
entries: Held, that there was no evidence sufficient to go to the jury 
to prove a payment. Ibid. 


STOPPAGE IN TRANSITU. 


1. Where there is an actual or constructive delivery of goods to the pur- 
chaser before demand of the vendor, the right of stoppage in transitu 
is at an end.. Williams v. Hodges, 36. 


2, If the carrier, by reason of an arrangement with the consignee or for 
any cause, remains in possession, but holds the goods only as the 
agent of the consignee and subject to his order, such possession is the 
possession of the consignee. bid. 
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STREETS, ABUTTING PROPRIETOR. 


1. In the absence of evidence as to the ownership of the fee in a street 
of a city, the presumption is that the city has an easement only, and 
_ that the fee remains in the abutting owner. White v. R. R., 610. _ 


2. Where the ownership of the fee in a street is in the abutting land- 
owner, he is entitled to every right and advantage therein not re- 
quired by the public, and the easement of the public is the right to 
use and improve the street for the purpose of a highway only. Jbid. 


5. If a city perverts a street to illegitimate purposes, it is an interference 
with the right of the abutting proprietor, and he is entitled to recover 
for any damages suffered therefrom. Jbid. 


4, The use of a street for an ordinary steam railroad is not a legitimate 
use of the street for public purposes, and neither the Legislature nor 
city can authorize such a railroad to be constructed and operated 
thereon against the abutting owner’s will without compensation. Jdid. 


5. Where a railroad company entered upon and constructed its road upon 
a street, thereby reducing the width of the latter, and it does not 
appear that it entered under any statutory authority, but only by the 
license of the city, the abutting property owner who is endamaged 
thereby may maintain a common-law action for damages, to be as- 
sessed up to the time of the trial, or may sue for permanent damages 
inflicted by the location and construction of the road, and by so doing 
confer upon the defendant an easement to occupy the street, as far as 
such abutter is coneerned. Jbid.. 


STREET RAILWAYS. 


City authorities are empowered to issue license for the laying down a 
street railway track upon the streets of the city, and for the operation 
of the railway. Atkinson v. Street Ry., 581. 


SUBROGATION. 


1. Subrogation is the substitution of another person in the place of a 
creditor, so that the former can succeed to the rights of the latter in 
relation to the debt, and to entitle one to such equitable relief, he 
must have paid the money upon request or as surety or under some 
compulsion made necessary by the adequate protection of his own 
rights. Liles v. Rogers, 197. . 


2. Where several or successive obligations of suretyship be not in sub- 
stance and nature for the same thing, and have no relation to or 


operation upon each other, the doctrine of subrogation eannot be | 


invoked. TJbid. 


3. Where a sheriff who had given separate honds, one for the collection 
of State taxes and the other for county taxes, settled the first by 
using some of the funds collected for county taxes, and. the sureties 
on the county tax bond were forced to make good the default of the 
sheriff thereon, such sureties, in.the absence of knowledge on the 


part of the State Treasurer or of the sureties on the State tax bond,. 


_ of the misapplication of funds, cannot recover the amount so mis- 
applied from the State tax bond sureties, since the latter’s bond was 
extinguished by performance and the State could not have been com- 
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pelled to refund the money, nor could have revived the sureties’ lia- 
bility if the amount had been refunded. Jbdid. 


SUMMONS, [RREGULARITY OF SERVICE OF, HOW WAIVED, 26.. 


SUMMONS, SERVICE OF. 


1. The word ‘‘executed” in the return of a process ex vi termini carries 
with it the idea of a full performance of all that the law requires; 
therefore, a return on a summons, “executed by delivering a copy to 
J. B. and wife, R. Fees, sixty cents,’ necessarily implies a delivery 
to each of the two. Isley v. Boon, 249. | 


2. Where, in an action to recover land, the defendant disputes plaintiff's 
title upon the ground that the summons in a special proceeding under 
a decree in which plaintiff had purchased the land, and to which 
plaintiff was not a party, had not been served upon the defendant, 
who was a defendant in such special proceedings: Held, (1) that the 
trial judge erred in holding that the return on the summons in such 
special proceedings was only prima facie evidence of service and could 
be rebutted by showing that in fact no such service was made; (2) 
that even if the service of the summons had been apparently irregu- 
lar, the judgment in such special proceedings could not Oe collaterally 
attacked in the action at bar. Ibid. 


SUMMONS, VOID, CANNOT BE AMENDED. 


Although a summons be informal in some respects, or even defective in 
failing to contain everything requisite under the statute, yet if it 
bears internal evidence of its official origin and of the purpose for 
which it was issued, its informality and defects may be cured by 
amendment, but where it is not signed or does not bear a seal, or 
otherwise show its official character, it is nothing more than a blank, 
and-a judge has no authority to permit it to be amended. Redmond 
v. Mullenax, 505. 


SURETY. 


1. Wife’s property mortgaged to secure husband’s debt treated as surety, 
when. Hinton v. Greenleaf, 6 


2. To subject a sheriff to liability as surety for not taking a proper bond 
upon delivery to the defendant in claim and delivery proceedings, it 
ig necessary to show that execution has been returned unsatisfied. 
Wells v. Bourne, 82. 


3. The lapse of three years between the maturity of or last payment on a 
sealed note and the commencement of suit thereon is a bar to the 
action as against a surety thereto. Redmond v. Pippen, 90. 


4, Parol evidence is admissible to show that one apparently a principal on 
a note is, in fact, a surety. Lockhart v. Ballard, 292. 


SURETY ON OFFICIAL BOND. 


Where several or successive obligations cf suretyship be not in substance 
and nature for the same thing, and have no relation to or operation 
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upon each other, the doctrine of subrogation cannot be invoked. Liles 
©. Rogers, 197. 


SURVEY. 


The original plat of the survey required to be attached to a grant of land, 
when issued by the State, is made a part of the grant for the purpose 
of indicating the shape and location of the boundary, and is evidence, 
though not conclusive, to be submitted to the jury as to the true 
shape and location of the land. Redmond v. Mullenag, 505. 


TAXATI ON. 


1. Uniformity, in its legal and proper sense, is inseparably incident to the 
power of taxation, whether applied to taxes on property or to those 
imposed on trades, professions, etc. S. v. Moore, 697. 


2. Acts 1891, ch. 75, defining an “emigrant agent” “to mean any person 
engaged in hiring laborers in the State, to be employed beyond the 
limits of the same,” and providing that emigrant agents shall pay the 
State Treasurer a license fee of $1,000 before they can hire laborers 
in certain counties of the State, to be employed beyond the limits of 
the State, is, if considered as an exercise of the taxing power of the 
Legislature, in contravention of the Constitution, Art. V, sec. 3, 
authorizing the Legislature to tax “trades, professions, franchises,’” 
ete., and is void for want of uniformity. Ibid. 


3. The occupation of an “emigrant agent,” as defined in chapter 75, Acts 
1891, does not belong to that class of trades or occupations which are 
-so inherently harmful or dangerous to the public that they may, 
either directly or indirectly, be restricted or probibited. Jbdid. 


4, Since the act does not prescribe any regulations as to how the business 
. Shall be carried on, nor any police supervision, and since it exacts a 
very large license fee, it is restrictive and prohibitory of the business 
menfioned therein, and if considered as an exercise of police power,. 

is void for that reason. Jbid. 


5. There being no regulation of such occupation, and therefore no expense 
in supervising it, or any expense whatever beyond the amount neces- 
sary to defray the cost of issuing the license, the act, if considered an 
exercise of police power, is also vot for the unreasonableness of the 
license fee. Jbid. 


TAXES AND TAXATION. 


1. It is the exclusive right of the Legislature to determine and declare 
by whom and how the indigent of the State entitled to support shall 
be ascertained, and from what fund and by whom allowances for their 
support shall be made. Board of Education v. Comrs., 379. 


2. The act of the Legislature (ch. 198, Acts 1889). providing pensions for 
disabled and necessitous Confederate soldiers and their indigent 
widows was enacted in the discharge of a legal as well as moral 
obligation enjoined by the Constitution. Ibid. 


8. As the levy of the tax of nine cents made by the act of 1889 did not 
exceed one-fourth of the total State levy on the poll, the Legislature 
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had the right to appropriate it to the particular class of the indigent 
of the State to which it related (disabled and indigent Confederate 
soldiers and their indigent widows), and to provide by other legisla- 
tion for the other poor through the county commissioners of the 
various counties. Ibid. 


4. Such levy of nine cents for pensions is authorized only as a tax for the 
maintenance of the poor, and cannot be imposed as an additional tax, 
but is a part of, and must be deducted from, the one-fourth of the 
capitation tax usually subject to appropriation for the support of the 
poor, three-fourths of the capitation tax being set apart by the Con- 
stitution for public school purposes. bid. 


5. Where a county board of education brought suit against.the board of 
commissioners to recover the portion of the capitation tax paid over 
to the State for several years for the pension fund to the diminution 
of the educational fund instead of the general poor fund: Held, that 
while the educational fund should not have been diminished by such 
misappropriation, the county commissioners cannot be held liable for 
the same, either individually or as representatives of the county, nor, 
indeed, can the county treasurer who has paid such portion.over to 
the State be held liable. Jbid. 


TAX SALE. 2 
A mortgage on property being duly registered, the legal title passes to the 
mortgagee, and a levy and sale of the property to satisfy taxes due 
by the mortgagor do not earry the title to the purchaser divested of 
the lien of the mortgage. Woody v. Jones, 253. 


TELEGRAPH COMPANIES. 
1, The railroad commission may fix rates for telegraphic messages trans- . 
mitted from one point to another in this State, although they traverse 

another State in the route. Railroad Comrs, v. Telegraph Co., 2138. 


2. Under the statute (ch. 320, Acts 1891) establishing the railroad com- 
mission, no authority is given to the commission to direct a telegraph 
company to open for commercial messages offices at which only its 
own business, or that of a railroad company with which it has inti- 
mate relations, is transacted. Whether it is the duty of such com- 
pany to take such messages may be tested in a civil action after the 
tender of a message. Ibid. 


TENANTS IN COMMON, 

1. The fact that a cotenant of land has granted a right of way to a rail- 
road company will not prevent another cwner from instituting pro- 
ceedings for the assessment of damages sustained by him, nor will 
such fact prevent the cotenant, who has made such grant, from 
becoming a party to the proceedings and having his rights adjusted 
thereunder, upon a claim that the company had forfeited its right 
under the grant by failure to comply with the conditions thereof, and 
this although such forfeiture did not occur until after the: petition 
was first filed by his cotenant. Hili v. Mining Co., 259. 

2. A party in possession of land as tenant in common with another cannot 
acquire title to the interest of the other tenant in common by seven 
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- years adverse possession with color of title, since it requires twenty 
years of such possession to amount to an ouster of the cotenant. And 
it makes no difference whether the defendant in an action to recover 
possession of land-is a rightful cotenant or not, for the plaintif£é must 
show. title against the world. Lenoir v. Mining Co., 518. 


8, A tenant in common is not estopped by declarations of a cotenant 
against his interest without evidence of any authority of the cotenant 
to bind him. Jbid. 


4, Where an oceupant of land has entered and holds under title derived 
- mediately or immediately through conveyances from a portion of the 
tenants in common, to whom the land had passed by descent or pur- 
chase, although professing to convey the whole interest in the land, a 
possession for less than twenty years will not raise the presumption 
that the cotenant who did not join in the deed has been evicted, for 
one tenant in common cannot thus make the possession adverse to his 
eotenant. Ferguson v. Wright, 587. 


| “TEN-PINS.” 


The game known as “ten-pins,” like its kindred English game of “bowls,” 
is not a game of chance for betting at which the participants are 
indictable under chapter 29, Laws 1891. (S. v. Gupton, 30 N. C©., 271, 
followed. ) S. vu. King, 681. 


TESTIMONY. 


1. While it is not every question tending to disparage or disgrace a wit- 
ness which is competent, yet when the impeaching question is limited 
to particular acts and is not put merely for the purpose of annoying 
or harassing the witness, it is allowable; therefore a question put to 
a party on cross-examination, whether he had not compromised an 
action of slander for $175 without requiring the defendant therein to 
retract the slanderous charge of perjury, was competent as an im- 
peaching guestion. Byrd v. Hudson, 203. 


2. Incompetency of a witness under section 590 of The Code attaches only 
to the surviving party to the transaction, and in an action on a bond 
plaintiff, administrator of a deceased person, is competent to prove 
the execution by the defendant of the bond. Williams v. Cooper, 286. 


3. Where a plaintiff, administrator and distributee of a deceased person, 
testified only to the execution of the bond, this did not confer upon. 
the defendant the right to testify as to the payments made by him 
on the bond, nor to cross-examine the plaintiff administrator in regard 
to such alleged payments. Jbid. ~~ 


4, It is competent for a party to testify in regard to transactions that 
took place between himself and an agent of the defendant, within the 
scone of his agency, and also to the declarations of the agent as a 
part of those transactions, and this is so notwithstanding the agent 
be dead. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


5. Testimony evoked on the cross-examination of a witness by a prisoner 

on trial cannot form the ground of an exception, especially when it 

is immaterial and in no view prejudicial to the prisoner. S. v. 

DeGraff, 688. | 3 
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TRANSACTIONS WITH DECEASED PERSONS, 171. 


1. Incompetency of a witness under section 590 of The Code attaches only 
to the surviving party to the transaction, and in an action on a bond 
plaintiff, administrator of a deceased person, is competent to: prove 
the execution by the defendant of the bond. Williams v. Cooper, 286. 


2. Where a plaintiff, administrator and distributee of a deceased person, 
testified only to the execution of the bond, this did not confer upon 
the defendant the right to testify as to payments made by him on 
the bond, nor to cross-examine the plaintiff administrator in regard 
to such alleged payments. Ibid. 


TRIAL. 


1. A plaintiff must at all stages of the trial prove such allegations as are 
essential to his recovery, and this he may do by submitting plenary - 
testimony which, uncontradicted, entitles him to a verdict, or, after 
proving directly some of the facts that he is bound to establish, shift 
the burden as to others by offering such evidence as will raise a 
presumption of their truth, and resting until his adversary shall have 
attempted to rebut the presumption so raised. Loyd v. Loyd, 186. 


2. When objectionable language used by counsel in addressing a jury is 
not objected to at the time, it cannot be objected to later. Byrd v. 
Hudson, 208. | 


3. In an action for an account, plaintiff alleged that he had conveyed, by 
~ absolute deed, to the defendant B., certain lands in consideration of 
her agreement that when the land should be sold plaintiff should have 
one-half of the proceeds, and that the land had been sold and defend- 
ant refused to account, ete. A. was allowed to become a party de- 
fendant, and in her answer alieged that she was the equitable owner _ 
of the land, as against the plaintiff, by reason of a deed or contract 
to convey the same, dated but not registered before the deed to 
defendant B., which allegations. plaintiff in his reply denied: Held, 
(1) that A. was properly allowed to become a party; (2) that the 
truth of the allegations made by A., and controverted by the plaintiff, 
should be inquired into, and it was error to refuse to admit issues 
framed to cover all the controverted transactions between the plaintiff 
and each of the defendants in relation to the land, so that, if plaintiff 
_is correct in his allegations, an account may be ordered, and if the 
facts alleged by A. are found to be true, the court may adjudge the 
rights of the respective claimants and frame the order of reference 
aecordingly. Sprague v. Bond, 551. 


4, Regularly, the two pleas of ‘former conviction” and “not guilty” should 
be tried separately, since the former implies an admission of the 
criminal act and is inconsistent with an absolute denial. S. v. Win- 
chester, GAL. | 


5. Where, on the trial of a prisoner, the evidence of the State being un- 
contradicted, the court told the jury if they believed the evidence to 
return a verdict of guilty, and after pausing a moment or two, and 
the jury manifesting no disposition to retire, the court told the clerk 
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to enter the verdict of guilty: Held, that while it was not necessary 
that the jury should. retire, yet it was indispensably necessary that 
they should agree upon and render the verdict. (Distinction between 
civil and criminal actions in this respect noted and discussed.) S. »v. 
Riley, 648. 


6. In the trial of an indictment following the form authorized by chapter 
‘58, Laws 1887, and charging that the accused ‘“feloniously, wilfully, 
and with malice aforethought did kill and murder,” ete., the evidence 
was that the accused and deceased had quarreled and that the latter 
had made threats, and the only evidence as to the manner of killing 
was that the accused had concealed himself and waylaid the deceased, 
striking him, as he passed,.on the head with an ax, and killing him 
instantly. The court charged that the crime was murder or nothing, 
and the jury found accused guilty of the felony and murder in the 
manner and form as charged in the bill of indictment: Held, that 
upon the evidence, only a verdict of guilty in the first degree was war- 
ranted, and the general verdict was in response to the charge of . 
murder in the first degree and determined the degree in accordance 
with the act of 1893. 8S. v. Gilchrist, 673. 


7. A motion to quash a bill of indictment for the disqualification of a 
grand juror, if made before plea, will be granted as a matter of right, 
but if made after plea, it may be granted or not, in the sound dis- 
cretion of the trial judge, and in the latter case, if the motion. be 
declined without the assignment of any reason, it will be assumed 
that such discretion was exercised, and no appeal will lie. S. ». 
DeGraff, 688. 


8. Where a petit juror, upon being challenged and examined, declared 
that his opinions, adverse to the prisoner, had been founded on rumor 
only, and that, after hearing the evidence, he could give a fair and . 
impartial verdict, an exception to the finding of the court that he was 
impartial cannot be sustained. Jbdid. 


9. Where a witness, offered as an expert, testified that he had been a 
bookkeeper for many years, was secretary and treasurer of the city, 
and as such it was his duty to compare handwritings to determine 
which are genuine and which are not, had been in the business fifteen 
years, and that his experience had been such that he could compare 

_a@ paper with one known to be genuine and determine the genuineness 
of the former: Held, that the witness was properly qualified as an 
expert and competent, as such, to compare a signature admitted to 
be the prisoner’s with one attached to a paper found on the person 
of the deceased. Jbid. 


10. Where a witness testified that he had been, four or five years, register 
of deeds, had occasion to examine signatures, was frequently called 
on to prove signatures of deceased persons in the clerk’s office, used 
magnifying glasses to detect erasures, and had such experience that 
he could compare a writing with one known to be genuine and de- 
termine the genuineness of the former: Held, that he was properly 
qualified and competent as an expert to make such comparison. Ibid. 


11. An admittedly genuine signature to an affidavit made by an accused 
person in the case in which he is being tried is a proper criterion for 
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the comparison of incriminating writings purporting to be signed by’ 
him. Jbid. 


12, Testimony evoked on the eross-examination of a witness by a prisoner 
on the trial cannot form the ground of an exception, especially when: 
it is immaterial and in no view prejudicial to the prisoner. Ibid. 


13. On the trial of a prisoner charged with murder, not as an accessory’ 
before or after the fact, but as a coprincipal, it was not error in the 
court to charge the jury that in determining the fact whether the’ 

prisoner was an aider and abettor in the murder, and therefore’ 
guilty in the second degree, they should not be influenced by the fact. 
that another, charged with the murder, had been previously acquitted. 
S. v. Whitt, 716, 


14. Although a conversation which took place between a witness and de’ 
ceased immediately after the latter was fatally wounded, in which: 
he described the number and location of his wounds and the character’ 
of his sufferings, and stated his belief that he was killed (it being in: 
evidence that deceased died within forty-eight hours after the wounds: 
were inflicted), was not a part of the res geste, yet it, as well as the 
statement of what the deceased said about the transaction, would 
have been competent as dying declarations. Jbid. 


15. In such case, testimony as to the statement of the deceased concerning 
his wounds and suffering (the character of the former being proved. 
otherwise, and it not being seriously controverted that they caused 
the death) could not prejudice a prisoner on trial for the killing. 
Besides, such statements, not containing any reference to the trans- 
action in which the wounds were received, were competent as natural 
evidence. Ibid. 


TRUST DEED. 


1. The power of a married woman to dispose of land held by her under a 
deed of settlement is not absolute, but limited to the mode pointed out 
in the instrument. Broughton v. Lane, 16. 


2, Where land was conveyed to a trustee for the benefit of a feme covert, 
the trustee to convey the same, “if requested by her in writing,’ and 
reinvest the proceeds on the same trusts, a conveyance by her and her 
husband, in which the trustee did not join, did not pass the interest 
held in trust for the feme covert. Ibid. 


TRUSTEE. 


1.A trustee may compromise a suit brought against him affecting the 
assets in his hands, and he will not be liable to the cestui que trust, 
provided he acts with due care and, in good faith, does what under 
the circumstances that surround him seems best for the interest of 
those whom it is his duty to serve. Locheimer v. Weil, 181. 


2. Where a trustee, who in good faith and under advice of his counsel and 
of counsel employed by a creditor of the trustor, compromised a suit 
affecting the trust estate, he will not be held liable for loss accruing 
to such ereditor, although the latter’s counsel had no general or 
special authority to consent to such compromise. Ibid. 
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3. Transactions between a trustee and his cestui que trust are viewed with 
extreme jealousy, and a presumption of fraud arises when a trustee 
undertakes to purchase the trust property from the cestui que trust. 
Cole v. Stokes, 270. : 


4. In order that such a purchase may stand, it is necessary not only that 
the price paid be fair and reasonable, but that it appear that the 
fiduciary relation has ceased, or, at all events, that all necessity for 
activity in the trust has ceased, so that the trustee and cestut que 
trust are each at liberty, without the eccncurrence of the other, to 
consider, and able to vindicate his own interest, and that the benefici- 
ary had full information and complete understanding of all the facts 
concerning the property and the transaction itself and the person with 
whom he was dealing, and gave a perfectly free consent, and that the 
trustee made to the beneficiary a perfectly honest and complete dis- 
closure of all knowledge or information possessed by himself. Ibid. 


TRUST, RESULTING. 


1. Where, upon a purchase of property, the conveyance of the legal title 
is taken in the name of one person, while the consideration is given 
or paid by another at the same time or previously, and as part of the 
same transaction, the parties being strangers to each other, the pre- 
sumption, in the absence of rebutting circumstances, is that he who 
supplies the money intends the purchase for his own benefit, and not 
for another, and that the conveyance in the name of the other is a 

~matter of convenience and arrangement for collateral purposes, and 
a resulting trust immediately arises from the transaction, and the 
person named in the conveyance will be a trustee for the party from 
whom the consideration proceeds. Summers v. Moore, 394. 


2. In such ease the burden is upon him who claims the resulting trust, 
and as the law gives a peculiar force and solemnity to deeds, it will 
not allow them to be overthrown by mere words, but only by facts 
strong, clear, and unequivocal. Ibid. 


‘3. Parol evidence is admissible to rebut a resulting trust, but the burden 
is upon the nominal purchaser, who must establish by sufficient testi- 
mony that it was intended that he should take a beneficial interest. 
I bid. 


4, Although one who supplies the parca -money and procures the con- 
veyance to be made to another, for the purpose of hindering, delaying, 
or defrauding his creditors, cannot claim a resulting trust, in a court 
of equity, which will not interfere between wrongdoers; yet where, 
subsequent to the transaction, the beneficial owner, under a mistaken 
idea that he was insolvent, instructed the nominal purchaser of the 
property to postpone the execution of a deed, which the latter was 
about to make, reconveying the land, such fact cannot have the effect 
of depriving the beneficial owner of his right to recover the property, 
his intention to defraud his supposed creditors not being accompanied 
by any act which changed his relation to the property. Jbid. | 


5. Where land has been substituted for a part of that affected by a result- 
ing trust, the owner may follow it and have it declared subject to the 
trust. Jbid.. 
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UNIFORM LAWS, 683. 
UNILATERAL ERROR, 570. 


USURIOUS CONTRACT, 


1. When a note is declared void by a statute it is void in whosesoever 
hands it may come: but when the statute merely declares it illegal, 
the note is good in the hands of an innocent holder. Ward v. Sugg, 
489. 


2. The purpose and effect of section 3886 of The Code, which provides 
that “the taking of a rate of interest greater than is allowed shall . 
be deemed a forfeiture of the entire interest,’ was to make void ipso 
facto all agreements for usurious interest. Jbid. 


3. A note embracing usurious interest is void, as against the maker, in 
the bands of a purchaser before maturity for value and without 
notice, to the extent to which the contract is usurious. The remedy 
of the innocent holder, as to the interest, is against the payee who 
has indorsed the note to him, and not against the maker. Jbid. . 


“VENDOR AND VENDEE. 


1. Where land is sold on credit,.and a mortgage is executed by the vendee © 
to the vendor upon the property to secure payment of the install- 
ments, the vendor, as mortgagee, has the right of possession. Hence 
it is competent for the parties to contract that the possession shall 
be held by the purchaser till payment made, and that in consideration 
thereof the relation of the parties shall be that of landlord and tenant. 
Such contract not being oppressive, nor against public policy nor any 
statute, the courts cannot restrict the freedom of contract by declaring 
it invalid. Orinkley v. Hgerton, 444. 


2. In such case the landlord’s lien for rent takes priority of a mortgage 
for advancements, especially when the parties contract that the land-. 
lord’s lien for rent shall be retained. Jbid. 


VERDICT. 


1. Although the verdict of a jury should be set aside where it is so incon- 
sistent in its responses to the issues or with the pleadings that the 
court cannot determine what judgment should be rendered in favor 
of a given party, or which of the parties is entitled to judgment, yet 
mere informality will not vitiate a verdict, and it should not be set 
aside when the two findings will support precisely the same judgment 
in favor of the same party, and where no injustice will result from 
an adjudication upon the substance or general purport of the verdict. 
McCaskill v. Currie, 313. . 


2. Where there are two counts in an indictment, each charging a felony, 
a general verdict is good without specifying upon which count it was 
rendered. S. v. Carter, 639. . 

3. The charge of the theft of ‘$5 in money of value of $5” is good under 
The Code, sec. 1190. and is sustained by the proof of the theft of any 
kind of coin or treasury or bank notes without proof of the particular 
kind of coin or treasury or bank note. Ibid. 
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-VERDICT—Continued. | 
4. The court cannot direct a verdict in a criminal case, even when the 
evidence for the State is uncontradicted, for the plea of not guilty 
disputes its credibility, and there is the presumption of innocence 
which can only De overcome by the verdict of the jury. S. vo. Riley, 
GAS. 


5. Where a jury find a defendant guilty of larceny in a particular case, 

the law construes the verdict as if the words, “in manner and form as 

_ charged in the bill of indictment,” were added to it, and the same is 

true as to the finding of another defendant guilty of receiving. S. v. 
Barber, T11. 


6. When, in the trial of an indictment against several defendants con- 
taining two counts (for larceny and receiving), the jury rendered a 
verdict that certain of the defendants “are guilty of larceny, and that 
the defendant B. is guilty of receiving, knowing the tobacco to have > 
been.stolen’”: Held, that the verdict as to the defendant B., taken in 
connection with the indictment, is sufficiently clear and intelligible to 
show that it is a conviction upon the second count, it not being essen- 
tial to mention the property received, or to specify it directly instead 
of by implication, as the verdict did. Jbid. 


7. It is not necessary to enter a formal verdict in accordance with the 
opinion of the court on a special verdict rendered by the jury. SQ. v. 
Spray, 686. 


“VERDICT, SPECIAL, WHEN EFFECTIVE. 


In the trial of an indictment against a person for tebustiig and neglecting 
to take out a license tax imposed by the ordinances of a city, a special 
verdict by the jury, which fails to specify the trade or occupation 
carried on by the defendant and to set forth the specific provisions 
of the ordinance alleged to have been violated, is fatally defective, 
and a new trial will be granted on an appeal from the judgment 
thereon. S. v. Finlayson, 628. 


“VESTED RIGHTS. 

1. The Legislature has no right, directly or indirectly, to annul in whole 
or in part a judgment already rendered, or to reopen and rehear judg- 
ments by which the rights of the parties are finally adjudicated and 
vested. Morrison v. McDonald, 327. 


2. A judgment based on a verdict, and from which there was no appeal, 
rendered before the passage of the act (ch. 81, Acts 1893) extending 
the remedial effect of section 274 of The Code to judgments based on 
verdict, cannot be set aside for excusable neglect, ete. Ibid. 


“WAGERING CONTRACT, 244. 


“WARRANT, SUFFICIENCY OF. 


1, A warrant which charges that the defendant “did unmercifully whip” 
a child, “inflicting serious bruises on her person,” sets out a battery, 
though the quo animo is not charged. Should the defense be set up 
that it was inflicted by a teacher on his pupil, it can be invalidated by 
proof of malice or anger or excessiveness. S. v. Stafford, 635. 
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WARRANT, SUFFICIENCY OF—Continued. 


2, The words in the warrant, “inflicting bruises on her person,” is not a 
sufficient allegation of serious injury to deprive the justice of juris- 
diction. Jbid. 


WILL, CONSTRUCTION OF, 


1. Although, by the rigid rule of testamentary interpretation, the word 
“children” includes only “legitimate children,” yet where a will, con- 
sidered in connection with surrounding circumstances, indicates that 
the illegitimate children of a person named shall partake of a-limita- 
tion over to “all the children” of such person, the rigid rule will 
be relaxed and effect given to such intention, so as to include not only 
illegitimate children of such given person living at the death of the 
testatrix, but also those living at the death of the person named when 
the limitation over takes effect. Sullivan v. Parker, 301. 


2. Where a testator, in one item of his will, directed that all of his estate, 
real and personal, should be given to his wife during her natural life, 
and in a subsequent item declared “It is my will that, after the death 
of my wife, my estate shall be equally divided between the heirs of 
my brothers and sisters, with the exception of one-third of my estate, 
which I leave at the disposal of my wife, to be left as she may will’: 
.Held, that the wife was entitled to an estate for life in all the prop- 
erty, and to dispose of one-third of it by will, and the power not being 
exercised as to the third, it did not vest in her heirs. Long v. Wald- 
raven, 387. 


8. A testator devised the portion of his estate falling to his daughter 
Martha to a trustee, to be held, controlled, and managed by him for 
the sole and separate use of said Martha “so long as she remains un- 
married, or so long as she may live, and if she should die without 
issue, then her share to be equally divided among all my children”: 
Held, that, the devise was of a fee to Martha, with a proviso that it 
should be held in trust during her life or maidenhood for her separate | 
use, with an executory devise over to her brothers and sisters, should 
she die without issue; upon her marriage and having issue, the fee 
became absolute. Kelly v. Williams, 487. 


WITNESS. 
1. In an action on a guardian bond executed before 1 August, 1868, in 
which a reference has been ordered to state an account, the guardian 
is a competent witness. Coggins v. Flythe, 102. 


2. Incompetency of a witness under section 590 of The Code attaches only 
to the surviving party to the transaction, and in an action on a bond 
plaintiff, administrator of a deceased person, is competent to prove 
the execution by the defendant of the bond. Williams v. Cooper, 286. 


8. A party who has examined his adversary under the provisions of section 
581 of The Code need not use the testimony on the trial, nor does he, 
by such examination, make the adversary his witness. Shober v. 

- Wheeler, 370. | 


4, When a party to ah action is allowed to be a witness as to a transac- 
tion, and is impeached, he may be corroborated by showing that soon 
after the matter occurred he made similar statements or declarations 
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WITNESS—Continued. 


in regard to it; but this is only permissible as corroborative and not 
as substantive evidence, and it is the duty of the trial judge, without 
special instructions to that effect, to see that the jury fully under- 
stand the use they are permitted to make of it. Sprague v. Bond, .551. 


WITNESS, DEFAULTING. 


A fine of $8 imposed by a mayor upon a defaulting witness for contempt 
-in disobeying a subpoena is not excessive. 8S. v. Aiken, 651. 


WITNESS, SINGLING OUT, BY JUDGE. 


While the court may not single out a witness or witnesses and charge the 
jury that they must find in a designated way, if they believe such 
witnesses, yet if the opposite state of facts and the law applicable 
thereto have been called to the attention of the jury, it may properly 
tell the jury that if they believe a certain state of facts as deposed to 
by certain witnesses, then the law applicable is so and so, for thus the 
attention of the jury is directed not to the credibility of the witnesses, 
but to a certain state of facts or hypothesis. S. v. Rollins, 722. 
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